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intend to spare no means to procure the extension of the 

tem throughout the country, probably commencing with York-. 
shire, the existing registries in which afford a convenient 
nucleus for the new system. It was recently stated in an 
evening newspaper, which has on some previous occasions been 
the medium of communications from an official of the Registry, 
that ‘‘there is a good appointment ‘going’ at Wakefield, viz., 
the office of Registrar of the Deeds Registry, and that as the 
Land Transfer Act of 1897 may in the near future be applied 
by Order in Council to this county, the work will require a good 
lawyer who can adapt a new system to existing conditions with 
facility and decision.” And we may add to this, that, if rumour 
is correct, it is to be feared that the authorities are looking 
about for means of freeing themselves from the inconvenient 
fetters imposed on them by the pledges on the strength of which 
the Land Transfer Act, 1897, was passed into law. 





A Brxt has been introduced by Sir AtszrT Rout, supported 
by Sir Hznry Fowzer, to ‘‘ declare and amend the law of bank- 
ruptcy in relation to the after-acquired property of a bankrupt.” 
In respect of the power of a bankrupt to deal with his after- 
acquired property there is a marked distinction between real 
and personal property. The rule with regard to property 
generally is that ‘‘until the trustee intervenes, all transactions 
entered into by a bankrupt after his bankruptcy with any person 
dealing with him Jond fide and for value, in respect of his after- 
acquired property, whether with or without knowledge of the 
bankruptcy, are valid against the trustee: Cohen v. Mitchell (88 
W. R. 551, 25 Q. B. D. 262). But the rule does not apply to 
realty. ‘‘I have never yet,” said Linptey, L.J., in Re New 
Land Development Association and Gray (40 W. R. 551; 1892, 2 
Ch. 138), ‘‘ heard it suggested by anybody that the doctrine had 
the slightest application to real estate, which passes by 
conveyance, and not by delivery.’”’” This remark applies equally 
to leaseholds, but Currry, J.,m Re Clayton and Barclay’s Con- 
tract (43 W. R. 549; 1895, 2 Ch. 212), declined to make them 
a further exception tothe rule in Cohen v. Mitchell. Such being 
the somewhat anomalous state of the law, the present Bill pro- 
coe to introduce uniformity by making that rule universal. 

y clause 1 the title of a bankrupt to after-acquired property is 
to be deemed to have been valid against the trustee in favour of 
“any person deriving title to such property under, or making 
aby payment, conveyance, transfer, or delivery of such property 
to, or by the direction of, the bankrupt in good faith, and for 
valuable consideration, after the order of adjudication, without 
notice that the trustee has intervened and claimed the property, 
and whether with or without notice of the bankruptcy.” A 
further part of the same clause protects trustees and others 
making, otherwise than for valuable consideration, any convey- 
ance or delivery of such property to, or by the direction of, the 
bankrupt in good faith. 





WE pnint elsewhere a letter from a correspondent inquiring 
on what grounds the Inland Revenue authorities base the 
claim, to which we referred last week (ante, p. 458); to ad valorem 
duty on transfers made upon the retirement of a trustee where 
no new trustee is appointed, and a similar inquiry has been 
made of us by a learned friend. That ad valorem duty might 
become payable upon a transfer of trust property solely 
as between trustees is obviously contemplated by the proviso 
to section 62 of the Stamp Act, 1891, by which such duty is 
expressly excluded in the case of a conveyance or transfer made 
for effectuating the appointment of a new trustee. And an 
examination of the schedule under the head of “ conveyance ” 
shews to what classes of property the proviso was meant to 
apply. dd valorem duty is payable in general only upon a 
conveyance on sale, and of course this head is here quite 
inapplicable ; but there is an ad valorem duty of 2s. 6d. per £100 
payable on a “‘conveyance or transfer whether on sale or 
otherwise” of Canada Inscribed Stock and of Oolonial Stock to 
which the Colonial Stock Act, 1877, applies; and under 
“ conveyance or transfer . Of any security” there is a 
reference to ‘ m , &e.” and “marketable security,” by 
which the duties payable under those headings are introduced 





that is, on the transfer of a mortgage there is payable the ad 
valorem duty of 6d. per £100 of the amount transferred, whatever 
be the cause of the transfer. Marketable securities, under 
which head debentures will usually be included, are 
not subject to ad valorem duty upon a transfer other- 
wise than on sale or mortgage. Then, turning back 
to the head ‘‘conveyance,” we have the fixed duty of 10s, 
upon a “conveyance or transfer of any kind not herein- 
before described,” with a reference to section 62, containing the 
proviso mentioned above. It appears, then, that, but for the 
proviso, there would be payable upon a transfer made upon the 
appointment of a new trustee ad valorem duty in respect of 
Colonial Stocks coming within the schedule description and of 
mortgages. Practically the matter of most importance is the 
trausfer of mortgages, and it wou'd seem that the ad valorem 
duty is payable in any case not within the proviso. In principle, 
of course, the proviso should extend as much to transfers made 
by a retiring trustee to continuing trustees as to transfers toa 
new trustee, and the Inland Revenue authorities might 
roperly, we imagine, apply the proviso to transfers of the 
ormer kind. If they decline to do so, we fear there is no 
recourse save to the Legislature. 





AN IMPORTANT question as to the service of notice to quit in 
the case of an agricultural holding was decided by the Oourt of 
Appeal in Van Grutten v. Trevenen (reported elsewhere). By section 
28 of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, ‘‘any notice . . . 
under this Act may be served on the person to whom it is given 
. . « by sending it through the post in a registered letter 
addressed to him [at his last known place of abode in Eagland] 
mn and in order to prove service by letter, it shall be suffi- 
cient to prove that the letter was properly addressed and posted, 
and that it contained the notice . to be served.” Ifa 
notice to quit falls within the provision, it is obvious 
that a landlord who sends the notice by registered 
letter, and preserves proper evidence, avoids a good 
many possible difficulties in proving effective service. In the 
present case, for instance, a curious hitch arose between the 
postman and the tenant. The tenant refused to sign for the 
registered letter until he got it, and the postman refused to give 
it him until he signed. In the result the postman took it back 
to the post office, but the jury found that the tenant, when he 
saw the letter, suspected that it contained a notice to quit. 
Whether there was under these circumstances a good service at 
common law must remain a matter of speculation. Section 33 
of the Act of 1883 substitutes, in the case of an agricultural 
tenancy, a year’s notice to quit for the half-year’s notice required 
by law. Such a notice might seem to be in all other respects 
than its length an ordinary notice to quit and subject to the 
incidents of an ordinary notice, but since it can only be given by 
virtue of the Act, it is a notice given under the Act within 
the meaning of section 28, and hence it ranks as such a notice 
for the purpose of service. So the Court of or have held, 
supporting the judgment of Cuannett, J., and it follows that 
proof of the proper posting of the letter was sufficient proof of 
service, whatever might happen as to actual delivery. The 
Legislature does not seem to have foreseen the nice point as to 
whether delivery was to precede signature or not, though with a 
little ingenuity the postman and the tenant could probably have 
made the two operations simultaneous. 





Wuen 4 farmer sells milk exactly as it was yielded by the 
cow, it must be very hard for him to understand how he can 
possibly be guilty under the laws against adulteration. And if 
under such circumstances he is prosecuted and convicted, he will 
doubtless have a great deal of sympathy in so apparently pre- 
posterous a situation. In the case of Smithies v. Bridge (reported 
elsewhere) a Divisional Court heard an appeal from quarter 
sessions by a farmer who had been convicted in exactly these 
circumstances. It was proved that the milk had been sold as 

iven by the cow, but that it was deficient in fat according to the 

d of Trade standard. The extraordinarily poor quality of 
the milk was explained by improper milking arrangements. 
The farmer was prosecuted and convicted under section 6 of the 
Food and Drugs Act, 1875, for selling to the prejudice of the 
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haser milk not of the nature and quality demanded. 
inst this conviction he appealed, and he succeeded in 
dividing the court and getting some sympathy, although he did 
not succeed in getting his conviction quashed or in persuadin 
the majority of the court. Now it is clear that the Boar 


of Trade standard does not supply conclusive evidence | | 


as to purity. It only provides primd facie evidence, which 
certainly may in some cases be rebutted. Here, however, 
the purchaser who demanded new milk was justified in 
expecting to receive milk that was not so deficient in fat as to 
be incapable of being described as new milk. This was what 
he did receive. It seems clear, therefore, that he received milk 
not of the nature and quality he demanded, and that he was 
prejudiced. Hence, as it is well established that no guilty 
knowledge need be proved in a charge under section 6, the seller 
of the milk apparently brought himself within that section, and 
so a majority of the court held. If the seller of the milk were 
absolutely free from all blame in the matter, sympathy for him 
would probably be undiluted. It was proved, however, that the 
improper milking arrangements were the cause of the condition 
of the milk, and that he ought to have known that the arrange- 
ments were improper. This does not imply any moral guilt, and 
so the farmer may consider that he is a victim of one of the rare 
exceptions to the rule of law that mens rea must be proved to 
convict of any offence. Although in this case the defence was 
no doubt bond fide, still the result is fortunate; for such a 
defence might easily be set up fraudulently, and might often 
succeed, if the opinion of the minority of the court had 
prevailed. 


Persons wHO have been incommoded by perambulators and 
mail-carts while passing along the footways of London will read 
with interest a decision given by one of the metropolitan police 
magistrates a few days ago. Summonses having been issued by 
the police authorities against the defendant and her sister-in- 
law, it appeared that they walked abreast with a perambulator 
and mail-cart, and although the footway was crowded with 
pedestrians, and they were réquested to walk singly, they 
refused to do so. Mr. Garrett, the magistrate, took time to 
consider the law, and in giving his decision referred to the 
Metropolitan Police Act, 1839 (2:& 3 Vict. e. 47), 8. 54, which, by 
sub-section (7), enacts that ‘‘ every person who shall lead or ride 
any horse or other animal, or draw or drive any cart or 
carriage, sledge, truck, or barrow upon any footway or 
curb-stone” shall be liable to a penalty. The magistrate 
appears to have thought that it was doubtful whether 
under this Act any perambulators could be wheeled on the 
footway, but he also referred to section 72 of the Highway Act, 
1835, by which ‘any person who shall wilfully lead or drive any 
carriage of any description or any truck or sledge upon any 
footpath . . or shall wilfully obstruct the passage of an 
footway ” is made liable to a penalty; and to the fact that this 
Act had been held in Back v. Holmes (57 L. J. M. O. 37) to 
apply to the Metropolis, He considered that there was evidence 

8 wilful obstruction under section 72, and that the defendants 
were guilty, but thought that the justice of the case would be 
met by ordering them to pay the costs of the summonses. The 
defendants cannot, we think, complain of being restricted to a 
reasonable use of the footway, but if the trate’s view of 
the proper construction of section 54 of the Metropolitan Police 
Act be correct, we think that some amendment of the law 
ig required. It would be impossible to wheel children 
in perambulators along some of the crowded carriage 
roads in London, and there is nothing to shew that the 
Legislature in section 54 intended to alter the general law as to 
the obstruction of footways. In Reg. v. Mathias (2 F. & F. 576), 
an indictment tried before Byxzs, J., in 1861, it was contended 
that there was no right to wheel a perambulator along a public 
footway in Clifton leading from a road into a square, and it was 
urged that where a man has granted a right of way over his 
property it is going beyond his grant to use hand carriages or 
carts upon it. Byxzs, J., directed the jury that the owner of the 
soil might remove anything that incumbered his close, “‘ except 
such things as were usual accompaniments of a large class of 





foot passengers, being so small and light as not to be a nuisance | ( 


to other passengers, &c.” If this be taken to be a correct state- 





Y | intention of the Legislature. 


ment of the general law, the presence of a perambulator on foot- 
avements is not necessarily a nuisance. It cannot be denied, 
owever, that the common law has not made sufficient pro- 
vision for our crowded streets and footways. 





A succEssFuL attempt was made in the well-known case of 
Powell y. The Kempton Park Racecourse Co. (47 W. R. 585 ; 1899, 
A. C. 143) to procure the reversal of a decision of a Divisional 
Court in a criminal matter in which there was no appeal. The 
same tactics have been followed recently with less success in 
connection with the coupon competitions which have been fre- 
quently before the courts, and often commented on in these 
columns. In the case of Stoddart v. Hawke (46 Soxicrrors’ 
JouRNAL, 81; 1902, 1 K. B. 353) it was held by a Divisional 
Court that to constitute an offence under section 1 of the Betting 
Act, 1853, by which it is made an offence to keep a house for 
the purpose of money being received in respect of bets, it is not 
necessary that the money should be intended to be received at 
the house itself or even within the United Kingdom. These 
competitions having been held to be illegal when the money 
was received at the defendant’s office in London, he had carried 
on the same system, but had caused all money to be received on 
his behalf at Middelburg in Holland. The court, however, 
affirmed a conviction under the Act, and from this decision there 
was no appeal. The next that is heard of the matter is the 
bringing of two actions by persons who had risked their money in 
these competitionsto recover that money. Theseactions, Lennox v. 
Stoddart and Davis y. Stoddart, were framed under section 5 of the 
Betting Act, 1853, which provides that any money received by the 
keeper of a betting-house for the consideration for any promise 
or agreement, express or implied, to pay any money, on the 
happening of any event or contingency relating to a horse-race, 
shall be deemed to have been received to the use of the person 
from whom it was received, and the money may be recovered 
by action. Two defences were raised; first, that as the com- 
petitions were conducted, the money being received in Holland, 
the defendants were not persons who kept a betting-house 
within the Act; secondly, that section 5 has been repealed by the 
Gaming Act, 1892. The first of these defences raised precisely 
the same point that was decided by the Divisional Court in 
Stoddart v. Hawke, and therefore in the court of first instance it 
was bound to fail. The other defence also failed to impress 
the court. This week these defences have been considered by 
the Court of Appeal. That court has fully upheld the decision 
of the Divisional Court on the first defence. What is forbidden by 
the Act is the keeping of a house ‘‘ for the purpose of any money 
being received by or on behalf of” the person keeping it. First 
the Divisional Court, and now the Court of Appeal, have 
refused to read in the words “‘at that house” after the 
word “received,” holding that to do so would defeat the obvious 

i In fact it would be exceedingly 
discreditable to our law if it could be evaded so easily. The 
other point is apparently a new one, and from its nature could 
not have been before the Divisional Court. It was argued that 
as the Gaming Act, 1892, makes any promise, express or implied, 

null and void if made in relation to any agreement made null and 
void by the Gaming Act, 1845, and forbids any action to be 
brought to recover any sum of money payable under such agree- 

ment, section 5 of the Act of 1853 is impliedly repealed. The 
Court of Appeal, however, refused to accept that theory, and held 

that an action under section 5 is not one which a person can bring 
as the result of any promise express and implied. It isa statutory 
action, not depending on contract, and is analogous to an action 
to recover a penalty. This latest attempt, therefore, to obtain 
an indirect overruling of a decision of a Divisional Court has so 

far failed, and we shall be surprised if this time the House of. 
Lords takes any different view, in case the defendants risk a 

further appeal. There must be a strong presumption against 
the legality of what is an undisguised attempt to evade the law. 





A ourtovs instance of the application of the Statute 
of Limitations with respect to real awe | is afforded 
by the decision of Joycz, J., in Hounsell v. Dunning 
1902, 1 Ch. 512). 3B. died intestate in 1869 of copy- 





holds held of the manor of Taunton Dene, and by the custom of 
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manor they devolved upon his widow (ants, p. 224). Besides 
his widow, he left a son P. and two daughters, of whom one 
plaintiff, Mrs. H. The widow died in 1870, havin 
devised to her two daughters the “share” of her late husband’s 
estate that she took on his decease. At the death of B. it was 
erroneously supposed that the copyholds devolved upon P., who 
was then an infant, as his father’s heir-at-law. rdingly, 
H., the husband of the elder daughter, collected the rents on his 
behalf—at any rate after the death of the widow—and 
expended them on his maintenance. P. attained twenty-one 
in 1877, and in the following year H. accounted to him for the 
rents received, and handed over to him the title-deeds of the 


P. remained in possession till his death in 1890, and | 89° 


te was not till after that event that the real facts as to the 
devolution of the copyholds after the death of the father were 
discovered. It then appeared that H., instead of receiving the 
rents for P., should have accounted for them to the widow and 
to the entitled under the widow’s will. Since H. was 
himself entitled to a moiety in right of his wife, this meant 
that he should have retained one-half of the rents for 
i ife. But it has already been decided in 
Williams v. Pott (L. R. 12 Eq. 149) that an owner who receives 
rents as agent for a stranger may thereby make the statute 
run against himself in favour of the stranger. Hence there could 
be no doubt that the title of H., who is still living, was long 
since barred. And so far as regarded his wife, although she 
was, at the time when her right accrued, under the disability of 
coverture, a disability which still continued, yet section 6 of the 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, imposes a maximum 
sary of thirty years as the bar in cases of disability, and this 
elapsed between the death of the widow in January, 1870, 
and the bringing of the action in September, 1900. Of course 
if H. went into possession on the death of B. in 1869, and not 
on the death of the widow—as was possibly the case—the result 
was still clearer, as the statute would run from 1869 against the 
widow and consequently against those claiming under her without 
any allowance for disability. In cither case the daughters’ title 


was barred. It may be noticed that in the case of women |? 


married after 1882 the disability of covertureis abolished: Lows 
v. For (15 Q. B. D. 667). 





We wortcen last week (ante, p. 460) the decision of Fanwax1, 
J., in Rimmer v. Webster (Times, 26th ult.) on the priority of 
claimants to property, one of whom was bound to suffer through 
the fraud of a third party. A similar question arose in Jared v. 
Walke, decided by Brnyz, J. (reported elsewhere). The plaintiff 
was m of property for £1,700, under a mortgage made 
in 1897, employed A. as his solicitor. He left - ew 
with A. for safe custody, and authorized him to receive the 
interest on this and other mortgages. In 1899 the equity of 
redemption was sold and conveyed to the defendant Watxz for 
£465, and in the same year A., purporting to act for the 

tiff, gave notice calling in the mortgage money. Wake 
paid the £1,700 to A., as to £200 by cheques in favour of 
the intiff, and as to the remainder in bank-notes. A. 
forged the eee indorsement to the cheques and mis- 
riated the entire sum, continuing to pay interest 
plaintiff until he absconded. Meanwhile Warxs, to whom 

A. had delivered the title deeds and a reconveyance purporting 
to be executed by Janzp, but in fact forged, had mortgaged the 
as unincumbered to the defendants Ponsrorp and 

. When the fraud was discovered, Janzp brought the 
action in order to enforce his mortgage of 1897, which he claimed 
to be still subsisting, and to have the title deeds delivered up. 
Practically the only defence was that he had constituted A. his 
to receive the mo e money, and so had been repaid. 


Hie 


Brasz, J., refused to w the inference that by leaving 
the deeds with A., and by authorizing him to receive 
the interest, he had given him general authority to 
receive the principal, even though he had employed 
A. in relation to his mortgage transactions generally, 
and not in regard to this particular mortgage alone. At the 
same time, the case, like many of its predecessors, suggests 
that this narrow application of the doctrine of agency is not 
obviously in with ideal justice. It was by reason 
of the confidence which the plaintiff reposed in A. that the 


to | clearly opposed to i 





fraud was enabled to be committed, and it is at least a plausible 
opinion that it is the plaintiff who should suffer and not the 
defendant. A system of law which aimed at practical justice 
rather than subtle reasoning would probably divide the loss 
between the two parties. 








SURRENDER OF SHARES. 


Tux decision of the Court of Appeal this week in Bellerby y, 
Rowland and Marwood’s Steamship Co. (Limited) (Times, 7th inst.) 
far to settle the question as to the validity of a surrender 
of shares which was left open ia Zrevor v. Whitworth (36 W. R. 
145, 12 App. Oas. 409). Tooneds, when the obligation imposed 
on a company by the Companies Act, 1862, to abstain from in 
any way, save by actual loss, reducing the amount of its capital 
was not fully realized, there was a tendency to sanction both 
the purchase by the company and the surrender of shares, 
‘‘There is no doubt,” said James, L.J., in Zeasdale’s case (L. R, 
9 Ch. 54), “‘ that a company may give itself power to purchase 
its own shares, to take surrenders of shares, and to cancel the 
certificates of shares,”” But subsequently the learned judge felt 
that in this dictum he had gone too far. In Hope v. International 
Financial Society (4 Ch. D. 327) he intimated doubt as to 
the purchase of shares, and he suggested that legitimate 
surrender must be confined to cases where the shares were 
accepted from a shareholder who was not in a position to pay 
er calls. ‘‘ When the company,” he said, “deals with an 
individual shareholder, and does what — to be right under 
the circumstances—namely, to accept the surrender from the 
shareholder who cannot pay, and to release him from further 
liability—that might be good, although, incidentally and toa 
small extent, it may be said to diminish the capital.” In the 
later case of Re Dronfield Silkstone Coal Co. (17 Oh. D. 76) 
Corrox, L.J., saggorset that the objection of diminution of 
capital lay as much to the surrender or forfeiture as to the 
urchase of shares, and if the former transactions were 
to be valid a purchase could not necessarily be invalid. If, he 
said, a purchase of shares was to be held invalid on the ground 
that it was a reduction of the capital of the company, he did not 
see how a surrender or forfeiture of shares was ever to be sup- 
ported. Hence the Court of Appeal upheld a clause in the 
articles of association authorizing the purchase of shares, to the 
extent of allowing a purchase for a purpose deemed to be 
specifically for the benefit of the company—as that a particular 
person should cease to be a member—but not to the extent of 
allowing a general trafficking in shares of the company. 

But, as is well known, the ibility of a purchase by a 
es ow A of its own shares was definitely rejected by the House 
of in’ Zrevor v. Whitworth (supra), a case in which the 
purchase-money had not been fully paid to the vendor before 
the company went into liquidation, and in which he was 
claiming as a creditor against the assets of the company for the 
unpaid balance. In other words, he was claiming a return of 
the capital to which the ordinary creditors were entitled to look 
for payment of their debts. This the House of Lords held to be 

inciple that a company is not at liberty 

of its own accord to reduce the capital of the company save in 
the course of carrying on its proper business. “The capital,” 
said Lord Herscuern, “may, no doubt, be diminished by 
diture upon and reasonably incidental to all the objects 
specified [in the memorandum]. A part of it may be lost in 
carrying on the business operations authorized. Of this all 
persons trusting the company are aware, and take the 
risk. But I think they have a right to rely, and 
were intended by the Legislature to have a right to 
rely, on the capital remaining undiminished by any 
iture outside these limits, or by the return of avy 

rt of it to the shareholders.” And he distinguished cases of 

i and surrender on the ground, as to forfeiture, that it 

was authorized by the Companies Acts, and as to both, that they 
did not involve any repayment by thecompany. ‘The forfeiture 
of shares,” said Lord > Seroemcd y “is distinctly recognized by 


the Companies Act, and by the articles contained in the schedule. 
es Me does not involve any payment by the company, 
and it presumably exonerates from future liability those who 
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have shewn themselves unable to contribute what is due from 
them to the capital of the company. Surrender no doubt 
stands on a different footing. But it also does not involve any 
payment out of the funds of the company. If the surrender 
were made in consideration of any s payment, it would 
be neither more nor less than a oake, and open to the same 
objections. If it were accepted in a case when the company were 
in a position to forfeit the shares, the transaction would seem to 
me perfectly valid. There may be other cases in which a 
surrender would be legitimate” ; and he referred to an observa- 
tion of Jzsszex, M.R., in Re Dronfield Silkstone Coal Co. (supra), 
whose judgment, disallowing altogether the purchase of shares, 
was reversed by the Court of Appeal: ‘It is not for me to say 
what the limits of surrender are which are allowable by the Act 
.. « because each case, as it arises, must be decided on its own 
merits.” To the same effect was the judgment of Lord 
MaocyacuTEn in Trevor v. Whitworth. Referring to the express 
mention of forfeiture in the Act of 1862, he said: ‘There can 
be no question as to the power of a company in a proper case to 
forfeit shares. Surrender of shares stands on a different 
footing. It is not mentioned in the ey wgue Acts, but 
I conceive there can be no objection to the surrender of 
shares which are liable to forfeiture. A surrender of shares in 
return for money paid by the company is a sale, and open to the 
same objections as a sale, whatever expression may be used to 
describe or disguise the transaction.” 

So far, then, it is clear that a company is absolutely prohibited 
from purchasing its own shares, but there is no objection to a 
forfeiture of shares in accordance with the articles. Surrender 
is left doubtful, It is valid if it is a process adopted simply in 
lieu of forfeiture; it is invalid when it involves a return of 
money. But there may be cases between these where a 
surrender is valid. It seems, for instance, to be valid where 
there is a surrender simply in order that other shares may be 
issued to the surrendering shareholder without any diminution 
of his liability to the company (Zeasdale’s case, 22 W. R. 286, 
9 Ch. 54; Bichbaum v. City oe Grain Elevators (Limited), 
40 W. R. 153; 1891, 3 Ch. 459); and apparently, too, a 
surrender of fully-paid shares without payment to the sur- 
renderor or release of any rights against him is valid (Re Denver 
Hotel Co. (Limited), 41 W.R. 389; 1893, 1 Ch, 495, which in this 
respect does not seem to be affected by the criticisms 
upon the case in British, &c., Corporation v. Couper, 42 W. R. 652 ; 
1894, A. 0. 399). In the present case of Bellerby v. Rowland 
and Marwood’s Steamship Co., however, the shares were not fully 

id and the surrender involved the extinction of the outstanding 
fiability in respect of the capital not called up. The company 
was incorporated in 1890 with a capital of £275,000 divided 
into 25,000 shares of £11 each. he articles of association 

rovided that the directors might accept surrenders of shares. 

1893 the company sustained a loss of £4,000, and the five 
directors agreed to divide this between themselves, The shares 
were then paid up to the extent of £10, and it was arranged that 
each should surrender eighty-three shares. This was done and 
the certificates cancelled, and the directors executed a deed-poll 
declaring the object of the surrender, but disclaiming any 
liability in respect of the loss. Subsequently the company 
became prosperous and the shareholders wished that the 
surrendered shares should be restored to the directors. To 
attain this object it was suggested that the surrender was in fact 
ultra vires and void, and an-action was brought to have this 
judicially declared. Kexewion, J., held that the transaction 
was ultra vires, but, treating the matter as an application to 
rectify the register under section 35 of the Act of 1862, which 
requires that the court shall be “ satisfied of the justice of the 
case,” he considered that there was ne ground for interfering. 
The Court of Ap have affirmed this decision so far 
as regards the invalidity of the transaction, but have reversed 
it in its practical application. Kzxewicn, J., said that the 
directors, after the voluntary abandonment of their shares, 
and after such a lapse of time, had no equity to be restored to 
the register. The Oourt of Appeal have pointed out that the 
directors rely on a legal and not an equitable title. Since the 
surrender was void they are still the owners of the shares and 
a accordingly be placed on the register. 

e importance of the decision lies in the fact that the extinc- 


tion of the liability of £1 on the surrendered shares has been 
treated as bringing the case within the principle of Zrevor y. ° 
Whitworth (supra). No money was paid on the surrender, but 
the extinction of liability was equally a diminution of the 
fund upon which the creditors of the company were entitled 
to rely. “I cam see no distinction in principle,” said 
Coxtins, M.R., ‘‘ between returning to a shareholder a part of 
the pai -up capital in exchange for his shares and wiping out 
his liability for the uncalled up sum payable thereon.” The 
transaction may be brought within the prohibition of purchase 
of shares, or, without reference to p may be treated as 
involving an i reduction of capital. It follows, as the 


Master of the Rolls pointed out, from the decision of the House 
of Lords in Ooregum Gold Mining Co. v. Roper (41 W. R. 90; 
1892, A. O. 125), that a company is debarred from entering into 
an arrangement with a shareholder to release him from liability 
on his , and hence a surrender which involves such a 
release is «lira vires and void. The principle is subject to 
onto where the surrender is, in the manner noticed above, 
mere. 


y an alternative to forfeiture. But otherwise the purported 
extinction of liability in respect of uncalled capital avoids the 
surrender as surely as if money were being repaid by the 
company. 








CERTIFICATION OF TRANSFERS OF SHARES. 


Tue practice of certifying transfers of shares, though doubtless 
it affords some security that the transfer is in order, 
cannot, as Bishop v. Balkis Consolidated Co, (39 W. R. 99, 
25 Q. B. D. 512), and the recent case of Whitechurch 
(Limited) v. Cavanagh (50 W. R. 218) shew, be relied on as any 
guerantee, and sho the secretary of the company have 
made a certification which is in fact incorrect, and the 
transferee suffers loss, no action will lie against the company. 
In the latter case, however, the House of Lords appear to have 
overruled one point decided in the earlier, and it has now been 
held that the certification by the secretary creates no estoppel 
against the company. 

In Bishop v. Balkis Consolidated Co. a transfer of 135 shares 
in the defendant company had been indorsed “certificate 
lodged” over the secretary’s signature, and had thus been made 
into a certified transfer. According to the judgment of Lixp.ey, 
L J., the effect of the indorsement was by no means confined to 
the mere statement that the certificate had been lodged. 
In every case, he said, the certification must be 
in connection with the transfer on which it is put. The 
object of the certification is to enable the transferor to 
satisfy the transferee that the transferor can make a good titl 
to the shares mentioned in the transfer. This he can only do if 
pe fo Bienes te sapatesed owner of the shares mentioned in 
the transfer, or if he has a transfer from the registered owner 
to himself or someone through whom he claims by a trausfer 
or series of transfers. The certification, therefore, continued 
the Lord Justice, to be of any use at all, must amount to 
a representation that the transferor has produced to the 
person certifying such documents as on the face of them shew a 
primd facie title in the transferor to transfer the shares mentioned 
in the transfer—that is, a certificate of the shares, with any 
transfers necessary to shew the title of the transferor to the 
shares covered by the certificate. And he held that the evidence 
in the case shewed that the certification did mean this, though it 
could not reasonably be supposed to mean any more. If, in 
business language, the documents are in order—#.¢., if they are 
right on the face of them, then the secretary certifies; if they 
are not, he refuses to certify. At most the certification is only a 
statement that the title is apparently in order. 

Treating the matter on this footing, the Court of A held 
in Bishop v. Balkis Consolidated Co. that the ing of 
transfers was within the scope of the secretary’s duties, that 
the company were estopped from denying the correctness of an 
statement made on the certification. ‘‘In our opiaion,” sai 
Linvizy, L.J., “it is proved that to give i is 
incidental to the transaction in the ordinary business = 
part of the legitimate business of all companies ha 
capital divided into shares which are transferable by or 





other instrument; and the certification in this case, having been 
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given by the proper officer of the company in the ordinary way 
of business, is binding on the company, and the company is 
estopped from denying the truth of the facts certified, 
either expressly or by necessary implication.” Henve, 
though no certificate of the shares to be transferred had 
in fact been produced, the company was estopped from 
going behind the secretary’s indorsement and relying 
on the truth. This result, however, did not help the transferee 
who had paid for the shares on the faith of the certification. 
The ietnidhmer had no title to the shares, and the production 
of the certificate would not have given him a title. The 
certification amounted to no warranty of title, and hence the 
company were not liable in respect of the defect of title; while 
as to the certification itself, although it was doubtless a mis- 
representation, yet it was not fraudulent, and hence was not a 
ground of liability. 
In Whitechurch (Limited) v. Cavanagh (supra), the House of 
Lords do not appear to have noticed the decision in Bishop v. 
Balkis Consolidated Co. (supra) on the point of estoppel, but they 
have virtually overruled it, and have disallowed the estoppel as 
against the company. The facts were similar to those in the earlier 
case. A transfer was indorsed by the secretary to the effect that 
the certificates had been produced, and on the faith of this the 
transfer was completed. In fact, the certificates were not pro- 
duced and the transferor was not the owner of the shares. It 
was argued that the company were estopped from alleging this, 
but it was now held that the secretary had exceeded his powers, 
and that what he had done was not binding on the company. 
‘In permitting,” said Lord Macnacuren, “its secretary to 
certify transfers, it cannot be supposed that the company 
authorizes the secretary to do more than give a receipt. for 
certificates which are actually lodged in the office. I cannot 
think that a company is estopped by the certification of its 
secretary if he gives a receipt or acknowledgment for certifi- 
cates which have not been lodged with him.” And he 
founded his opinion on Grant v. Norway (10 C. B. 665), where it 
was held that a shipowner was not bound by bills of lading 
signed by the master for goods which had not been received on 
board. And similarly Lord James, after observing that it was 
the duty of the secretary to give ‘‘certifications” of shares 
deposited in his hands, said : “ So far he would be acting within 
his agency, but if he acknowledges the receipt of certificates 
which never were in his hands, he is doing that which his 
principals never intended or authorized him to do, and an act 
which is, I think, outside and beyond his agency sither express 
or implied.” 
Such being the view taken of the certification by the 
secretary, it followed that there was no estoppel, and that 
the company were not liable to the transferee for refusing 
to place him on the register. It is to be observed that 
certification under the hand of the secretary differs altogether in 
its effect from a certificate of shares which is given under the 
seal of the company, and which, of course, binds the company. 
The difference was pointed out by Lord Maonacurzn in hig 
judgment, and he added that a certification was in fact only 
required for a temporary purpose to meet the exigencies of 
business on the Stock Exchange, which has stated days and fixed 
ods for the different stages of a business transaction 
intended to be carried out under its rules. In dealings in 
shares not under the rules of the Stock Exchange it is really 
out of place. But whether appropriate or not to the particular 
business in hand, certification is clearly not a process to be relied 
‘on for legal efficacy. 








On the Ist inst. the Lord Ohief Justice stated that it might be con- 
venient for the bar to know that the court would not sit after last week for 
ml | ped of taking either the Crown Paper or the Civil: Paper, which 
wi be resumed about the middle of June. Solicitors’ cases would be 
taken on the last day of the sittings. 


g of the supporters and friends of the Inns of Court 

in the Inner Temple-ball on Wednesday, the 14th of 

pm _ It has been decided to extend the work of the mission 

to erect new buildings. A site has been secured, and nearly £6,000 
to the building fund, and it is desired to raise a further 


reside, and will be 


Chancellor has promised to 
Rolls, and by the 


by V: f Cross, by the Master of 


REVIEWS. 
THE CONVEYANCING ACTS. 


ConvEYANOING, SETTLED LAND, AND TRUSTEE ACTS, AND OTHER 
RECENT ACTS AFFECTING CONVEYANCING. WITH COMMENTARIES, 
By H. J. Hoop, M.A., one of the Bankruptcy Registrars of the High 
Court of Justice, and (the late)H. W. Cuautis, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law, SixtH Epirion. By P. F. Wugexer, M.A, B.C.L, 
assisted by J. I. Srrmtinc, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited); Reeves & Turner. 


The editor of this edition justly describes Mr. Challis as “ one of 
the soundest real property lawyers of the last century”; and his 
lamented death was not only a loss to our readers, who had frequently 
the benefit of his ripe a but also to this work. His acute 
criticisms of the enactments and cases were invaluable to the prac- 
titioner. The editor has wisely interfered with the original text as 
little as possible, but he has added notes on the portions of the Trustee 
Act, 1893, which were not dealt with ia the previous editions, and 
has also annotated the Judicial Trustee Act. The notes appear to be 
careful and useful. The collection of the cases which have been 
decided on Part I. of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, contained in the 
notes to that Act, are a valuable feature of this edition. Occasionally 
the statement of the effect of decisions in the notes to the various Acts 
is rather too terse—see, for instance, the note at p. 442, where it ‘is 
stated that in a conveyance by a married woman trustee tlie 
concurrence of the husbaud is necessary, ‘‘ though not where the wife 
is @ mor' and not a trustee (Re Brooke and Fremlin, 1898, 1 Ch. 
647).” This is correct, but might mislead a hasty reader into 
supposing that the case cited related to the case of a married woman 
trustee-mortgagee. If the recent case of Re Howgate and Osborn (ante, 
p. 224) is correctly decided, the passage will need alteration ia the 
next edition. We think that the editor bas done his work very 
satisfactorily. 





CANADIAN CRIMINAL LAW. 


Tae CRIMINAL CoDE OF OANADA AND THE CANADA EVIDENCE 
ACT, WITH THEIR AMENDMENTS, INCLUDING THE AMENDING ACTS 
oF 1900 anD 1901, AND ExtTRA APPENDICES CONTAINING THE 
IMPERIAL CRIMINAL EVIDENCE ACT, THE FoREIGN ENLISTMENT 
AcT, THE CANADIAN INTERPRETATION ACT AMENDMENT ACT, THE 
Victoria Day Act, THE DEMISE OF THE CROWN AOTS, THE 
AureN LasourR ACT, THE YUKON TERRITORY ACTS, THE 
CANADIAN FUGITIVE OFFENDERS ACT AND EXTRADITION ACTS, 
THE EXTRADITION CONVENTION WITH THE UNITED STATES, 
AND A List oF EXTRADITION TREATIES, &0. By JAMES 
CrANKSHAW; B.C.L., Barrister, Montreal Bar. SzcoND EDITION. 
Montreal: C. Theoret. 


The time appears to have gone by when there was any prospect of 
consolidating the criminal law of this country. This was one of the 
ce which loomed large in the reforming era of the last century, 

ut for the present all interest in the matter appears to have 
died out. while the Canadian Legislature has availed 





‘itself of the work of English jurists,- and the Criminal 


Code of Canada; which became law in 1892, is founded— 
soit is stated in the Introduction of the above work—on the English 
Draft Code of 1880 and on Stephen’s Digest of the Criminal Law of 
England, in addition toa Digest of Canadian Criminal Law and to 
the Canadian statutes. ‘‘It is a codification,” says Mr. Cranksha», 
‘of both the common and the statutory law relating to criminal 
matters aud criminal procedure; but while it aims at superseding the 
statutory law, it does not abrogate the rules of the common law. 
These are retained, and will be available, whenever necessary, to aid 
and explain the express provisions of the Code and of such 


statutes as remain unrepealed, or to supply any possible omis- 


sions, or to meet any new combinations of circumstances that may 
arise; so that in this respect all that elesticity which is claim-d 
for the common law rules and principles of the old system 
is preserved for the system established by the Code.” This 
meets one of the objections made to the English Draft Code, 
which pone that for the future all offences should be prosecuted 
under the Code or under some other statute and not at common law, 
though it may be doubted whether it is not better to allow temporary 
immunity for some unforeseen offence than to reb consolidation of 
one of its main advantages Bag ve ia reserve the common law on 
which it must in the main founded, and which it is intended to 
i The Canada Evidence Act of 1893 allowed accused persons 
to give evidence on their own behalf, so that here, too, Canada was in 
advance of the mother country. The present work sets out, with full 
comments and references to Eoglish and American cases, the pro- 
visions of the Code and of the relevant statutes, and the English 
lawyer will doubtless frequently find that he can consult it with 





‘of Southwark. 


advantage. 
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CANADIAN COMPANY LAW. 


A TREATISE ON CANADIAN ComPpANy LAW, CONTAINING A COMMEN- 
TARY ON THE CoMPANIES ACT OF THE DOMINION, WITH INCIDEN- 
taL REFERENCE TO THE LAW OF THE VARIOUS PROVINCES; 
witH Futt Norges OF THE JURISPRUDENCES AND APPENDICES 
oF THE STATUTES AND USEFUL Forms. By W. J. Wuitz, K.C., 
assisted by J. A. Ewtye, B.C.L., both of the Montreal Bar. 
Montreal: C. Theoret. 


Canadian company legislation, like that of England, provides in 
separate statutes for companies formed by special Act and companies 
formed without recourse to Parliament. Companies formed by 

ial Act, other than railway, banking, and insurance companies, 
are regulated by c. 118 of the Canadian Revised Statutes, which is in 
effect a Companies Clauses Act, and companies formed without 
recourse to Parliament are regulated, for Dominion purposes, by the 
Qompanies Act (c. 119), and as to the different provinces by 
vincial Acts. But it is noteworthy that all the Canadian 
Sampanies Acts with one exception provide for incorporation by 
letters patent. British Columbia appears to be the only province 
which has an Act corresponding to the Companies Act of 1862, 
enabling incorporation to be secured by registration of a memorandum 
and articles of association. Throughout the Dominion the principle 
of limited liability prevails, but Ontario insists on the use of the word 
“ Limited ” in full, and the insertion of ‘‘ Ltd.” in a written contract 
of the company makes the directors jointly and severally liable. 
In Quebec shareholders are personally liable to creditors to the 
extent of the amount unpaid on their shares, but there 
must first have been an unsatisfied execution against the 
company. The consideration of the various Dominion and 
ovincial statutes forms the subject of Mr. White’s work, and he 
as availed himself extensively of the leading English text-books 
and of the decisions here and in America. With reference to 
Saloman’s case (1897, A. C. 1) and the suggestion there made that a 
certificate of incerporation might possibly be revoked for fraud upon 
the registrar by some proceeding in the nature of a scire facius, it is 
interesting to note that the Dominion Joint Stock Companies Act 
expressly reserves the power of annulling letters patent by scire 
facias (section 68). The work is excellently arranged and printed, 
and forms a very useful guide to Canadian company law. 





CAPE CASE LAW. 


THE DIGEST OF THE CAPE LAW. JouRNAL (Voxs. I. To XVII), 
CONTAINING Most OF THE DECISIONS OF THE SUPERIOR CouRTS 
ofr SourH AFRICA FOR THE Past SEVENTEEN YEARS, 1884—1900. 
With WHICH IS INCORPORATED AN INDEX OF THE CAPE Law 
JOURNAL FOR THE SAME PERIOD AND CROSS-REFERENCES TO ALL 
OTHER RECOGNIZED LAw Reports oF SOUTH AFRICAN CouRTs. 
Edited by W. H. Somerset BELL, Attorney of the Supreme Court 
of the Cape of Good Hope, and of the High Court of the 
Transvasl. Grahamstown: Office of the South African Law 
Journal; London: Witherby & Co. 


The nature and contents of this work sufficiently appear from the 
title-page. The editor states that he has utilized for the compilation 
of the Digest spare time which he had in consequence of the Boer War. 
It if fortunate for South African lawyers that his time has been turned 
to such good account. We gather from the preface that this is the 
first general Digest of South African Case Law, and it will certainly 
be of great service. In this country the digest of current decisions is 
the most necessary equipment of the lawyer. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


A Treatise on the Law of Fraud and Mistake. By WitLiAm 
Wittiamson Kerr, Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. BygSyDNEY 
E. Witu1aMs, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The Preservation of Open Spaces and of Footpaths and Other 
Rights of Way. A Practical Treatise on the Law of the Subject. 
By Sir Ropert Hunrer, M.A, J.P., Solicitor to the Post Office. 
Second Edition, Revised and Enlarged. Eyre & Spottis woode. 

A Treatise on the Law of Master and Servant, including Therein 
Masters and Workmen in Every Description of Trade and Occupation ; 
with an Appendix of Statutes. By CuartEs ManuEy Smrru, Esgq., 
Barrister-at-Law. Fifth Edition. By Ernzst MANLEY SMITH, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Appeals from Justices, including Appeal to Sessions, Special 
Cases from Petty and Quarter Bendenx Mandamus, Cortiorari, 
Habeas Corpus, &c., and Actions against Justices or their Officers ; 
with Precedents of Special Cases and Affidavits, Forms of Notices, 
&e, ™~ JosHUA SCHOLEFIELD and GERARD R, HI1t, Barristers-at- 
Law. Butterworth & Uo. 


The Law Relating to Trade Unions. A Concise Treatise on the 


Law Governing Interference with Trade, with an Appendix of 





Statutes Relating to Trade Unions. By D. BR. CuaLmers-Hunt, 
B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 

A Concise Handbook of Provincial Local Government Law. For 
the Use of Ratepayers, Councillors, and Officials, with Special 
Reference to District and Borough Councils. By C. J. F. Arxrnson, 
LL.B. (Lond.), Solicitor. Effiogham Wilson. 


Light and Air. A Text-Book in Tabulated Form for Architects, 
Surveyors, and Others. By the late Professor BANISTER FLETCHER, 
J.P., D.L., F.RLB.A. Fourth Edition, Revised. By Banister F. 
Fietouer, A.R.1.B.A., F.8.L, &., and H. Pamirrs FLeTcHEr, 
A.R.1.B.A., A.M.I.C.E, &., Barrister-at-Law. With Numerous 
Disgrams and Twenty-seven Plates. B.T. Batsford. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
ENCROACHMENTS ON THE RIGHTS OF THE PROFESSION, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Pe esa estate, and medical agents are by no —_ the 
only poachers. There are “‘ company registration agents,” ‘‘ business 
transfer agents,” and “ Linge os .” The first are ready to do 
anything and everything conn with the formation of a com- 
pany—and do it frequently—as witness the increasingly aggressive 
advertisements in the public ; the second, if possible, always 
prepare all agreements, and uently use some small or young 
practitioner to prepare any deed at a nominal fee, for them, not for 
the real clients—they, for a liberal commission, carrying out the 
whole transaction; while the third kind of agent follow the example 
of the medical agent referred to by your correspondent ‘‘ Old Jewry,” 
and to my own knowledge resent any suggestion that the solicitor 
for the parties should be interposed. These so-called ‘‘ agents” 
invariably charge more than solicitors. The only consolation is to be 
found in the fact that they unintentionally o: make work for 

solicitors. 

The Council of the Law Society should assume a more decisive 
attitude in this matter of poaching, and it is high time we ceased 
to be dependent upon the present Stamp Act. If matters are to 
continue as they are, it will soon be more remunerative to cease to 
call oneself a solicitor and become an “ Agent d'affaires,” free from 
special taxation and restrictions and free to charge, as agents charge, 
== much as the client is willing to pay and considers the service 
worth. 

For my part I have several times recently refused to correspond 
with agents, and my refusal has led to instructions being given to a 
solicitor. Afterall, reform rests largely with members of the pro- 
fession. So many men are unhappily content to allow things to 

ift. “CaREY STREET.” 





FEE FOR REGISTRATION OF LEASE, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—I venture to bring to your notice what I consider to bea 
very high-handed ing on the part of an eminent firm of 
solicitors. 

A client of mine purchased a leasehold house in London, the lease 
of which anges ~ for production of all ents to the lessor's 
— or registration, but made no mention of any fee payable 
therefor. 

On the completion of the purchase, I sent the assignment to the 
lessor’s solicitors for registration in accordance with the covenant, 
but did not inclose any The solicitors wrote to me that the usual 
memorandum would be indorsed and requested a fee of 103. 6d. On 
my pointing out that no fee was payable, and could not be paid, 
they returned the deed to me without any acknowledgment of its 
production. 

My client is now selling the house, and on referring to the last 
receipt for ground-rent paid by him, I find that the solicitors have 
indorsed thereon ‘‘ Without prejudice to breaches of covenant.” 
On my inquiring of the solicitors the reason for this, they inform me 
that it is because the fee was not paid to them. By adopting this 
course they think that a vendor will be obli to come to them 
— ne fee in order to obtain a clean receipt to produce to his 


p . 

Comment on such a proceeding is needless, but I should like to 
hear whether any of your readers have had a similar experience and 
what course they adopted ? M. 

don, E.C., May 5. 





AD VALOREM DUTY ON TRANSFERS BY A RETIRING 
TRUSTEE TO CONTINUING TRUSTEES. 


[Tu the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In your note on p. 458 you refer to stamp duty on an 
assurance to continuing trustees, and you state that the Inland 
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Revenue authorities require ad valorem duty. 


value is the ad valorem duty to be calculated. I cannot see an 


in the schedule to the Stamp Act, 1891, or in the Act — a 


the claim to which you refer. 
May 6. 
[See observations under ‘‘ Ourrent Topics.”—ED. S.J. ] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


VAN GRUTTEN v, TREVENEN. No.1. Ist May. 


Lanpiory AND Tznant—Norice To Quir—AcRicvuLTURAL TENANCY FROM 


Year to Year—Senvice or Norice sy Reoisterep Letrer—AGRIcUL- 
TuRAL Hotprxes (Encianp) Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 61), ss. 28, 33. 


Application by the defendant for judgment or a new trial in an action 
stied before Channell, J., and a jury at min. The action was to 
recover possession of a farm, of which the defendant was tenant from 
year to year to the plaintiff, and mesne profits. On the 27th of September, 
1900, the plaintiff sent by registered letter to the defendant, addressed to 
him at his house, a notice requiring him to quit possession of the farm on 
the 29th of September, 1901, the date of the expiration of the year of 
tenancy. When the postman brought the letter, the defendant refused to 

for it until it had been delivered to him, and the postman refused to 

it until the defendant had signed for it. In consequence, the 

letter was not delivered. On the 17th of Octuber, 1901, the plaintiff brought 
this action, and the jury found that the defendant suspected that the letter 
contained a notice to quit. Ohannell, J., gave judgment for the plaintiff. 
By section 28 of the Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 1883, ‘‘any 
notice, request, demand, or other instrument under this Act may be served 
on the m to whom it is to be given either personally, or by leaving it 
for him at his last known place of abode in England, or by sending it 
through the post in a registered letter addressed to him there; and if so 
sent by post, it shall be deemed to have been served at the time when the 
letter containing it would be delivered in ordinary course; and in order 
to prove service by letter, it shall be sufficient to prove that the letter was 
ly addressed and posted, and that it contained the notice, reque it, 
are f or other instrument to be served.’’ By section 33, where a half- 
year’s notice expiring with a year of tenancy is by law necessary for the 
determination of a tenancy from year to year, a year’s notice so expiring 
shall be necessary fér the same. e defendant contended that section 28 
did not apply to a notice to quit. ‘‘ Any notice under this Act’’ referred 
to a notice created by the Act, and did not refer to a notice which existed 
in tly of the Act, but which was merely regulated as to its length 
by the Act. The notice to quit, therefore, could not be served by registered 
Tue Covrt (Vavcuan Wriitiams, Romer, and Marnew, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal, holding that a notice to quit came within the Act, and 
be served as provided by section 28.—Covnszx, J. A. Foote, K.O., 
. 4, Hawke ; Lord Coleridge, K.C., and Bodilly. So.tcrrors, Robbins, 
Billing, § Co., for Page ¢ Grylls, Redruth; Collyer-Bristow, Hill, Ourtis, 


E 


[Reported by W. F. Bazny, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


v. BLACKETT AND FRAIL. No. 2. 30th April. 


Pracrice—Divorce—Sxcvrity ror Cosrs—Czram ror Damaces—Banx- 
RUPT ONER— THE Marnoronrat Oavses Act, 1857 (20 & 21 
Vicr. c. 85), s. 33. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Jeune, P. A petition for divorce 
was presented by the husband against his wife and the co-respondent 
Frail, against whom damages were claimed. At this time the husband was 
an undisch-rged bankrupt. The co-respondent asked that, as damages 
were claimed against him, the petitioner should give security for costs. 
The registrar made an order the petitioner to give security for 
costs within fourteen days or withdraw his claim for damages against the 
t. The petitioner took out a summons by way of ap 


co- peal 
from order, Jeune, P., allowed the appeal and reversed the registrar’s 
order. The co-respondent ed 


a / 
Tar Cover (Corts, M.R., and Simic and Oozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
a 
conteary 10 the established practice of the court, which was, regulated in 
C) of the court, which was ited in 
1882 by the case of Smith vy. Smith (31 W. R. 224, 7 P. D. 227). I do not 
this is an established practice with which we would not interfere 
if we were satisfied that it was not established on a good basis, seeing 
rare cases of this sortare. That being so, I think we ought to 
practice and see whether there is any principle which sustains 
Smith v. Smith is very meagrely reported, and no reasons 
judgment beyond what can be inferred from the argu- 
that the proceedings, so far as damages were concerned, 
of an action for crim. con. to which the common law 
licable. But the common law practice certainly was not 
costes simply because a petitioner was a poor man. 
was at common law for ordering security for coste: 
- Tay 64 W.R. 24, 31 Oh. D. 34) and Rhodes v. Dawson (34 
6 Q. B. D. 648). But then section 33 of the Matrimonial 


Uae 
rE 
fies 


It is difficult to see 
how this duty can be claimed, and I shall esteem it a favour if you 
will kindly intimate what is the basis for the claim and upon what 





regarded as a person suing on behalf of another person. I think Rhodes y, 
Dawson meets that argument, because there, though a receiving order had 
been made against the plaintiff, so that he was bound to hand over what 
he recovered to his creditors, he was not a person whom ¢ 

for costs was ordered. Therefore if we are to follow the rules of common 
law, I think there can be no doubt that the judgment of the President 
was right, and that this appeal must be dismissed. 

Srmeimme and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., agreed.—OounskL, Inderwick, K.C., 
and Murphy; Bargrave Deane, K.0., and Barnard. Soxscrrors, Woodcock, 
Ryland, $ Co. ; Collyer, Bristow, ¢ Co. 

[Reported by J, I. Sriarine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, | 


BATH v. BATH. No.2. 29th April. 


Practice—Payment Ovr—Banxkrurtcy—ScHEmMeE oF ARRANGEMENT—Crssig 
Bonorum—PayMent Out to Wrone Parry. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 49 W. R. 
341; 1901, 1 Ch. 160). By an agreement dated the 20th of April, 1893, 
and made between J. 8. Bath, then a bankrupt, and the Creditors Assets 
Oo. (Limited), it was agreed that in the event of an order of the court being 
obtained confirming a scheme of arrangement of J. S. Bath’s affairs set 
out in Schedule I. thereto, and as soon as the property of J. 8. Bath set 
out in Schedule II. thereto should have been vested in the company by an 
order of the court, the company should @ and dispose of the pro- 
perty described in Schedule II. as therein set out. Schedule I. provided 
that upon payment into court by the ——- of a sum sufficient to pay 
all J. 8S. Bath’s debts in full, ther wit costs, an order of the court 


should be made vesting ‘‘ all”’ property in the company. By an order 


of the court, dated the llth of July, 1893, the scheme was conere » and 
it was ordered that the adjudication of bankruptcy against J, S. Bath 
should be annulled, and that “all the property”’ of J. S. Bath should 


thenceforth become vested in the company. At this time, unknown to 
any of the parties to the arrangement, there was in court a fund belo 
ing to J. 8. Bath, to which he had become absolutely entitled at the 
time of his bankruptcy. This fund did not appear in Schedule IZ, 
of the agreement, and no stop order upon it was ever obtained. J. 8. 
Bath was informed, subsequently to the order of the 11th of July, of the 
existence of this fund. Upon application by him, supported by affidavits 
that he was a pean entitled to and had not incumbered the fund, an 
order was made on the 29th of February, 1896, for payment out of the 
fund to him, and it was so ome The same solicitor acted for J. S. Bath 
in both the matters. The Oreditors Assets Co. presented a petition to 
which J. 8. Bath, his solicitor, the Pa: -General, an 
Commissioners were respondents, praying that the order for payment out 
might be discharged, that the Treasury might be ordered to replace the 
fund in court, and that the petitioners were entitled to payment out 
thereof, and for such order as to J. S. Bath and his solicitor as the court 
might think fit. Kekewich, J., held that the vesting order and the agreement 
vested the fund in the company, and declared that J. 8. Bath and his solicitor 
were each liable to pay to the company the amount of the fund paid out 
to J. 8. Bath with interest. He dismissed the petition as against the 
Paymaster-General and the Treasury Oommissioners. J. 8S. Bath 
a - There was no ap against the decision so far as regarded 
e Paymaster-General and the Treasury Commissioners. 

Tue Oovrr (Cotims, M.R., and Srmeime and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Cotums, M.R., said that primd facie the ment covered this fund. 
When the precise terms of the agreement were looked at, it was plain that 
it was intended to be a complete cessio donorum on the part of the bankrupt. 
There was therefore nothing in the oe of the agreement to take 
out of it that which was already in it, and the appeal must be dismissed. 
Sriznitixc and Oozens-Harpy, L.JJ., agreed.—Counset, Warrington, 
K.0., and Muir Mackenzie; Renshaw, K.C., and Pollard ; Harman. Soxtcrrors, 
Payne, Shaw, Mackenzie, § Lake; Ranger, Burton, § Frost; Armitage § 
Strouts. 

{Reported by J. I. Srimtine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re ALDAM’S SETTLEMENT. No.2. 5th May. 


Serriep Lanp—Minine Lease—Mrves anp Minerats—Varyine Minium 
Rent—WaAy-LeEaAvVE—SETTLED Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 6, 7 (2), 9. 


This@vas an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. (reported 50 W. R. 199). 
An application was made to the court under the Settled Laud Acts, 1882 
to 1890, by William Wright Warde Aldam, the tenant for life in possession 
under a settlement created by the will of tne late William aldam, which 
raised the following questions under the Settled Land Acts, with reference 
to the powers of a tenant for life, when granting mining leases under the 
statutory power of leasing: (1) whether he can reserve a varying minimum 
rent; (2) whether the lease can lawfully be made to continue when all the 
demised minerals have been got and paid for; and (3) whether a way-leave 
can be granted without payment of rent for it, The facts were as follows: 
By the will of William Aldam, dated the 18th of December, 1884, an 
estate at Wickersley, in the county of York, was ted to the use of the 
applicant for Jife, without impeachment of waste, with remainder to the use 
of such one or more of his sons or daughters, for such estate or estates in 
tail or any lesser estate or estates as he should by will or codicil appoint, 
and in default of such appointment to the use of the infant respondent 
for life, without impeachment of waste; with remainder over. The | 
applicant and the respondent Ford were trustees for the purposes of the 
Settled Land Acts. The eo had entered into an agreement dated 
the 13th of February, 1900, with the Dalton Main Collieries (Limited), 
whereby he had agreed, as tenant for life under the settlement, to lease 
to that company the Barnsley thick seam of coal under the settled estate 
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1857, is cited it is said that the petitioner ought to be 
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—_— 
clauses of the agreement for purposes were as follows: “3. The 
or acreage rent shall be at tne rate of £30 per foot per acre, but 
due allowances should be made for bad, fauity, or unworkable 
coal, or coal so thin or so cut off by faults of such magnitude that 
it cannot be worked without loss. The lessees shall also pay a 
similar royalty rent for all coal and slack other than the Barnsley 
thick seam got in the drifting and sold off, 4. The minimum er 
certain rent is to be: For the first year, nid; for the second year, 2s. 6d. 
per acre ; for the third year, 5s. per acre; for the fourth year, 10s. 
acre; and for the fifth year and each succeeding year, £1 per acre. 
minimum rent shall begin to be paid as from the st of January, 1899. a he'e 
6. Und may be made up at any time during the term. 7. When 
all saleable coal, except such parts (if any) as are not to be worked or paid 
for, shall have been worked or paid for, a nominal rent of 10s. s be 
for the remainder of the term, in substitution for the royalty and 
minimum rents. 9. No way-leave rent is to be for any other part of 
the Barnsley thick seam of coal under any other land ao eae oe 
Wickersley. 13. The lessees are to commence working the with all 
reasonable diligence, and bring to the surface as much coal as can 
reasonably got with proper diligence.’’ , J-, held that the proposed 
lease could not be granted, and that he could not sanction the lease under 
the special power given to the court under the Settled Land Acts. The 
applicant, the tenant for life, appealed. 

Tus Oovrt (Corus, M.R., and Srimuine and Oozzens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Corts, M.R.—The first question is whether the ‘tenant for life has 
power under the Settled Land Acts to grant a mining lease for sixty years, 
reserving a minimum yearly rent not commencing until second year 
of the and increasing year by year until the fifth year of the term. 
Affidavits in support of this summons shew that it is usual in the 
district to charge no minimum rent for the first year, and also to charge a 
gradually increasing rent in the first few ing years, till a certain 
limit is reached, and that this is reasonable. They also assert that tne 
ore ce under = _ oF best that we tng os -—s “—- 

to persons en’ . Byrne, J., was of opinion that t 
no minimum rent was reserved in the first year was fatal, though he would 
have been satisfied had it been fixed at a nominal amount only, and saw 
no objection to the graduated scale, provided the maximum rent was made 
to begin in the fifth year, or on the death of the tenant for life if he died 
before that date. He based his view on this latter point on the ground 
that by the will a second tenant for life might succeed before the 
remaindermen. I cannot agree with the learned judge. The Settled 
Land Acts contain 8 peters making a minimum rent obligatory in the 
first year. There n not be any minimum rent at all, though there is 
power to reserve one. And while there need be no minimum rent there 

be an acteage rent according to the qualities ee which might, and 

bly would, be nothing in the first year. ence, then, comes the 
obligation to reserve a minimum rent in the first year if one is reserved at 
all? The epithet “‘ fixed’’ does not create it. It is, I think, used only in 
contradistinction to an acreage rent according to the amount gotten, and 
arent would be fixed for any year in which a sum defined beforehand was 
fixed as rent. Byrne, J., founded his view upon the fact that the Settled 
Estates Act, 1877, s. 4, permitted a peppercorn, or any rent smaller than 
that ultimately made payable, to be reserved during the first five years 
of mining and building leases, whereas in the Settled Land Act, 
1882, though section 8 does contain such a provision as to building 
leases, section 9 does not extend it to uining leases. But in the 
eatlier Act building and mining leases were dealt with together by one 
section, in the present Act they are dealt with separately ; and a pep - 
corn may very well have been treated as strictly appli to a bd fling 
lease creating the true relation of landlord and tenant, but inapt, in the 
case of a mining lease, which is really in its essence rather a sale at a price 
gene by instalments than a demise properly so called. But, however 

may be, I think the provisions of the Settled Estates Act have very 
little bearing on the construction of the Settled Land Acts, which, as was 
explained in Bruce v. Marquis of Ailesbury (41 W. BR. 318 ; 1892, A. C. 356) 
and Re Gladstone (48 W. K. 351; 1900, 2 Cn. 101) rest on a very differ nt 
principle. Here on the evidence the stipulation is, from a business stand- 
point, reasonable and proper if the best price for the coal is to be realized, 
and can clearly be no disadvantage to the remainderman, even if that were 
the paramount consideration, which itis not. It is, I think, clear on the 
evidence that this agreement was made honestly in the interest of all parties, 
and the possible difference to a tenant for hfe succeeding before the 
fifth year must not be allowed to deteat an arrangement which is the best 
that can be made for the development of the estate. Questions 2 and 
8 are whether the lease can lawfully be made to continue when ali 
the demised minerals have been got and paid for, and whether a way- 
leave can be granted without payment of rent forit As to tne first of 
these, Byrne, J., holds that 1t can only be permitted provided the 
term be made to determine at the period of the cesser of the minimum 
Tent ; and, as to the second, that a substantial rent must be paid for the 
Way-leave after such a cesser. On the evidence, however, it would seem 


to be impossible to deal with the way-leave in ~ other way. The | righ 
an 


provisions in the lease are those which ‘have been fo most workable in 
practice, and are those whicn are in eral use in the district. owas 
Special and unusual clause, such as those suggested by Byrne, J., woul 
mean a fetter put upon the development of the estate, would involve 
a diminution of the rent which the lessee would be d to give. The 
consideration given by the lessee, and the rights he gets in return, are all 
parts of one bargain. It is, of course, impossible in every case to put the 
Temaindermen in | ergo the same posi at whatever seen hy 
lease the tenant for life may die, but primd facie, where a substan 
proportion is set aside when received for the benefit of the remaindermen, 








that the highest obtainable price should be secured 
for the coal the way-leave, even though in certain contingencies the 
rent should drop to a nominal figure before the end of the term. It seems 
to me that there is nothing in the statutes to vitiate the provisions in 
ques ion, and that this a must be allowed. 

Srmime and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect. — Counset, Neville, K.C., and Dizon; Bristowe. Soutcrrors, 
Richard F. & C. L. Smith, for Ford § Warren, Leeds. 

[Reported by J. I. Srmuixc, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re HOLLAND, GREGG »v. HOLLAND. No.2. 17th, 18th, 24th, and 25th 
_ March ; 29th April. 


it is best for all 


Hvussanp AND Wire—Hvsspanp Entitigp June MARTI ro Wire’s Revsr- 
SIONARY INTEREST IN PERSONALTY—ANTE-NUPTIAL AGREEMBNT—Post- 
NuPTIAL SerrnEMENT—ReEcITAL—SETILEMENT BY Hvuspanp—FRavuD on 
Creprrors—Trvstee IN Banxruptcy—SratvTe 13 Erm. co. 5—Srarvre 
or Fravps, 

This was an appeal from a decision of Farwell, J..(reported 49 W. R. 

476 ; 1901, 2 Oh. 145). Under the will of Henry Holland, dated the 26th 


of April, 1871, his daughter, O. F. Holland, was entitled at twenty-one or 
4 i oe : the testator’s widow to 


marriage in tant on the death of 

one-eighth share of the of sale of his resid real and personal 
estate. The testator on the 12th of December, 1871. On the 27th of 
August, 1872, O. F. Holland, being then an infant, married bray = Aye 


Bourke. No ante-nuptial settlement was executed, but on 


february, 1873, a post-nuptial settlement was executed by deed made 


between the husband and wife (who was still an infant) ne pom tye | 
the trustees of the wit (ule wane St quae & the second part, 

settlement trustees of the third part. The contained the 

recital: ‘* And whereas the said parties hereto of the first part in’ 
on the 27th day of August, 1872, and to such the said 
I. M. Bourke to make such settlement of the fortune of his said 
wife as is he contained.” 
husband with the trustees that immediately upon 
and in the residuary estate and effects of the wife’s father, to which the 
husband and wife or the husband in her t or either of them then were 
or was or thereafter might become entitled becoming an interest in 
possession, the husband and wife or the survivor of them and all other 
necessary parties would assign or transfer the said share to the trustees of 
the settlement upon the trusts thereinafter declared. These trusts were 
for the wife for life for her se) use without power of anticipation, and 
after her death, if the hus’ should survive her and should not have been 
or become a agen pee nog tg te part thereof, for the 
husband for life, or until he should become a bankrupt or assign it, with 
remainder for the issue of the marriage in the usual way, the husband and 
wife having a joint power of appointment (which was not exercised) and the 
survivor having a Tgp gee ‘The wife died on the 14th of April, 
1877. On the 25th of October, 1897, the husband appointed two-thirds of 

and surrendered hi 


On the Ist of March, 1898, a recei gainst i 
the 18th of March, 1898, he was adjudi a bankrupt. The fund fell into 
ion on the death of the tenant for life on the 11th of December, 

899, and was claimed by the trustees and beneficiaries under the 
settlement, their claim resisted by the official receiver as trustee 
the bankruptcy of the husband. On a summons to determine 
the question whether it was bound by the settlement or 
to the official receiver, Farwell, J., held that the settlement was 
against the official receiver under the statute 13 Eliz. c. 5, and that he was 
therefore entitled to the fund subject to his taking out letters of 
administration to the wife’s estate. mortgagees of the interest of one 
of the sons appealed. Cur, adv. vult. 

April 29.—Tue Covrr (Vavenan Wituiass, Srimurc, and Cozens- 
Harpy, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Vaveuan Wiiams, L.J.—It is conceded that the settlement cannot be 
enforcea unless is can be supported by the con-ideration of marriage. It 
is contended for the official receiver that the covenant is void within the 
statute 13 . ee if icis doom bm oe oo reatr = co one 
resting in jicri of w! a court of eq not grants ——— 
and the trustees and beneficiaries under which must therefore come in 
prove with the other creditors. As to the first point. Farwell, J.; has 
decided on the authority of Re Pearson (25 W. R. 126.3 Ca. D. 807), that 
having regard to the fact that the hu-band was entitled jwre marici to the 
property at the date of the settlem-nt, the clause —e for the cessor 
of his bent ficial interest was conclusive to make settlement fraudulent 
within the statute. This, no doubt. is the effect of Re Pearson, but we are 
not bound by that case, though Farwell, J., was, and in my opinion Re 
Pearson was wrong. I think one must look in each case at the whole of the 
circumstances, and ask whether the conveyance was in fact executed with 
the intent 10 defeat and delay creditors (¢f. Bx parte Mercer, 17 
Q. B. D. 290, 34 W. R. Dig. 169), and in my opinion one ought not 
to find such intent here. The came to the husband in 
tof his wife only, and it was right and pro he 
the settlement of it which he did, —— only that he was 
date of the settlement unable to pay debs or contem 
a@ speculative business. There is no evidence of either of these facts, 

I cannot doubt that the hurband had no intention to defeat or delay his 
creditors, and intended to reserve to himself out of his wife's 
property such an 

of her children. 
this. As to the question whether the recital of the ante-nuptial agreement 
satisfies the Statute of Frauds, I think the court not to 
post-nuptial agreement is voluntary if there is written evidence suilicient 
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to satisfy the statute of an ante-nuptial agreement for good consideration, 


and I think that is the case here, and that the recital sufficiently indicates | followed from them (1) that a company may forfeit shares, a right recognized 


the parties to the agreement. The balance of authority, as well as reason, 
supports the view of Kindersley, V.0., in Barkworth v. Young (5 W. R. 
156, 4 Drew. 1), where he held that a post-nuptial memorandum of an 
ante-nuptial oral agreement satisfies the statute. I think the settlement 
must prevail against the official receiver—(1) because, even treating it 
as voluntary, the husband's circumstances at the date of it, the source 
of the property, and the lapse of time between the settlement and the 
bankruptcy, all go to negative intent to defeat or delay creditors; and (2) 
assuming it not to be fraudulent, the recital is sufficient evidence against 
anyone claiming through the husband of a parol ante-nuptial agreement 
such as would prevent the post-nuptial settlement from being voluntary. 

Srreumc and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—Counset, H. Reed, K.O., and A. St. John Clerke ; Upjohn, K C., 
and 4, Adams; W.H. Cozens-Hardy. So.tcrtors, Henry Clifton Lambert ; 
Van Sandau § Co ; Tarry, Sherlock, § King. 

[Tue Court allowed the official receiver six weeks in which to call a 
meeting of the creditors to decide whether there shou!'d be an appeal to 
the House of Lords ] 


[Reported by H. W. Law, Esj., Barrister-at-Law. | 


BELLERBY ». ROWLAND AND MARWOOD’S STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.). 
No. 2. 17th and 18th April; 6th May. 


Oompany—Svurrenpek or SuHares Amountinc To Sate AND PurcuasEe— 
Regwease or Liasitiry oN SHaREsS—REcTIFICATION OF REGISTER AFTER 
Larse or Trme—OCompanigs Act, 1862, s, 35. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 1902, 2 
Oh. 265, 49 W. R. Dig. 30). The question in the action was the validity 
of a surrender of certain shares in the company. Article 37 of the 
articles of the company (which was incorporated in 1890) provided that the 
directors might accept from any member the surrender of his shares or 
stock or any part thereof on such terms and conditions as should be 
agreed. Three of the plaintiffs were directors in 1893, when the company 
was in financial difficulties and had suffered a loss of over £4,000 on the sale 
of a steamship. The directors agreed to bear this loss, and an arrange- 
ment was made by which the plaintiffs, with the other directors, each 
surrendered to the company eighty-three shares held by him, on which 
sbares £1 remained unpaid, it being intended that they should be relieved 
from liability on this. The directors also executed a deed-poll by 
which they declared the object of the surrender to be the making 
good of the loss to the company, but (without prejudice to the 
validity of the surrender) they expressly declared that none of 
them admitted their liability to make the lose good. In 
1899 and 1900 the company had become prosperous, and as the result 
of — meetings of shareholders in those years the surviving directors 
and the executors of those who had died since 1893 brought this action 
Claiming a declaration that the surrender and the acceptance thereof by 
the company were wltra vires and inopsrative, to have the deed-poll set 
aside, rectification of the register by the insertion of the names of the 
plaintiffs as holders of the shares surrendcred, and payment of back 
dividends (which last claim was abandoned). Kekewich, J., held that the 
surrenders amounted to a purchase of its own shares by the company, and 
were therefore bad; but refused in the exercise of his discretion to order 
the rectification of the register after the lapse of time and in the absence 
of any change in the circumstances of the case except that the company 
had become prosperous. The plaintiffs appealed. Cur. adv. vult. 

May 6.—Ine Cover (Cottins, M.R., and Srinuinc and Cozens: 
Haxpy, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal, and ordered rectification of the register, 
while affirming the decision of Kekewich, J., as to the invalidity of the 
surrender. 

Coxiixs, M.R., having delivered judgment to the effect that the trans- 
action amounted to an unauthorized reduction of capital, and that the 
plaintiffs ought to be placed on the register notwithstanding the lapse of 


printinc, L.J., delivered a judgment to the effect that the weight 
of authority shewed that the case fell within the principles laid 
down in Trevor v. Whitworth (36 W. BR. 145, 12 A. OU. 409) 
Ooregum Gold Mining Co. v. Roper (41 W. BR. 90; 1892, A. ©. 125) 
and British and Amerwan, §c., Corporation ¥. Couper (42 W. RB. 652; 1894, 
A. O. 399), Forfeiture of shares stood on a special footing, but surrrender 
was only justified in cases which would justify forfeiture. With regard to 
his lordship’s» own decision in Eichbaum v. Oity of Chicago Grain Elevators 
(40 W. RB. 153 ; 1891, 3 Oh. 459), which had been referred t> in argument, 
he said that while at the date of that case he considered that it fell exactly 
within T+asdale’s case (22 W. R. 286, L. R. 9 Oh. 54), he had been biought 
to reconsider his opinion by the tact pointed out by Cozens-Hardy, L.J , 
that the resolutions authorizing the company in Zeasdale’s case to accept 
surrender of shares were passed before the date of the Companies Act, 
1867, aud in view of this nis lordship now doubted whether he should 
have followed Tvasdale's case in Eichbawm’s case. Moreover, the two 
decisions of the House of Lords since 1891 (above referred to) made it 
much more difficult now to say that a transaction such as the surrenders 
in the ——. eas not within the principle of Zrevor v. Whitworth, 
As to the rectification of the register, he thougat Kekewich, J., had paid too 
much attention to lie Dronfield, §c., Co. (29 W. R. 768, 17 Ob. D. 76). All 
difficulties in the way of plscing the plamtiffs on the register were, in his 
lordship’s opinion, removed by the withdrawal of the claim for back 
dividends, and the appeal as to this ought to be allowed. 

Cozens-Haupy,L.J., 1m his judgment, said that the transaction was doubt- 
ess a perfectly honest one, and beneficial for the company. The earlier 
authorities were inconsistent and unsatisfactory, but the three decisions of 


by section 26 of the Companies Act, 1862, and by Table A; bat (2) that a 
company may not purchase its own shares. Where forfeiture is permitted 
there may be surrender, but if the transaction involved a release of liability, 
as here, the case fell within Trevor v. Whitworth. It followed from 
Ooregum Co v. Roper that a company cannot relieve a shareholder of 
liability on his shares, and a surrender of shares such as this amounted to 
a reduction of capital unlawful uuless sanctioned by the court. Forfeiture 
was a statutory and a sole exception. On the question of rectification his 
lordship said that he could not follow Kekewich, J. If, as the court held, 
the plaintiffs were still shareholders, they should be on the register. It 
was true that the removal of their names was their own act, but if the 
trausaction was illegal and void, their names ought to be on the register, 
and in the event of a winding up they might be held liable by ths 
liquidator. There should be no costs.—CounseL, Upjohn, K.0., and Eustace 
Smith ; Warrington, K.0., and H. L. Wright. Soxticrrors, Bell, Brodrick, 
§ Gray, for W.S. Gray, Whitby ; Radford § Frankland, for Buchanan § Sons, 


Whitby. 
. [Reported by H. W. Law, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
WEBSDELL v, JENKINS. Byrne, J. 7th May. 
Practice — CoRRgCcTION or Orper—Liserty te APrPry—R.8.0, 


XXVIII. 11. 


Summous. This was a summons in a purchaser’s action for specific 
performance of an agreement to sell land in the county of Cardigan, the 
plaintiff having accepted an option of purchase in a lease from the defend- 
ant. The ordinary judgment for specific performance of the agreement, 
and conveyance of the property upon payment of the purchase-monsy, 
‘and setting off the plaintiff’s costs t the purchase-money, 
was given on the lst of November, 1901, and had been sed and 
entered. It, however, did not contain any liberty to apply. It was 
subsrquently discovered that the defendant had mortgaged the 
property for more than the amount of the purchase-money. 
Toe mortgagee refused to join in the conveyance unless his principal, 
interest, and costs were paid him, and the defendant did not procure his 
concurrence. The plaintiff, the purchaser, thereupon took out this 
summons asking that he should be at liberty to pay the purchase- money 
and interest to the mortgagee, that the defendant should pay the taxed 
costs of the action, and that, if necessary, the order of the Ist of 
November, 1901, might be corrected for the purpose of specifically per- 
forming the agreement under ord. 28,r.11. It was contended on behalf of 
the plaintiff that liberty to apply must be implied although not expressed 
in the order, and that the court could correct the order by adding those 
words ; and the observations of Chitty, J., in Penrice v. Williams (31 W. B. 
496, L. BR. 23 Ch. D. 353) to that effect were cited. The defendant did not 
appear. 

"Reems; J., refused to give leave to the plaintiff to pay the purchase- 
money to the mortgagee, upon the ground that the conveyance must first 
be settled in chambers, but said that the plaintiff might app Be 
chambers for that purpose, and he thought that an order of this 
carried with it in gremio a liberty to apply under it. But in case he were 
wrong, and it did not do so, he gave the plaintiff leave to correct the order 
under ord. 28, r. 11, and to add the words “ Liberty to apply.’’—Covunsul, 
Rowden, K.0., and A. J. Chitty. Soxtcrrons, FE. G. Watkins, for Roberts ¢ 
Evans, Aberystwith. 


(Reported by Nzvitiz TzssuTt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


JARRED ». WALKE. Byrne, J. 29th April. 


Mortoace—Avruoriry to So1crron or Morreacee to Rerain Title 
Deeps AND Recetve Inrerest—PayMeNnt or Principat Monsys—Mis- 
APPROPRIATION—FoRGED RKECONVEYANCE. 


This was an action on the part of a mortgagee to enforce his security 
against one defendant and for delivery up of title deeds against two 
other defendants. The facts of the case are as follows: In 1897 certain 
remises in Dulwich and East Dulwich were mortgaged by a Mr. A. T. 
White to the plaintiff to secure £1,700. Subsequently Mr. A. T. White sold 
the equity of redemption to the first-named def t in the action, who 
continued to pay interest until March, 1900. In the preceding year 
this defendant had received a letter from Charles Parr, the plaintiff's 
solicitor, purporting to call in the mor e money on behalf of the 
plaintiff, and was subsequently served by him with a formal notice to that 
effect. Oharles Parr, as a matter of fact, had acted for the plaintiff in 
conection with this and other mortgages, the title deeds of this property 
had been retained by him, and he had authority to receive interest on behalf 
of the plaintiff. The said defendant paid off the mortgage money in two 
cheques payable to the plaintiff and certain bills. Parr nae the plaintiff's 
name on the cheque: and misappropriated the cheques bills for his own 
purposes. He then prepared a recon veyance of the premises to this defendant 
und (as the court found) forged the plaintiff's signature to the same. The 
said defendant, believing the property to be unincumbered, mortgaged the 
same to the other two defendants. Oharles Parr continued for a time to 
pay interest to the plaintiff, but any eee J absconded, and the fraud 

beivg discovered, the present action was brought. : 
Byayez, J., considered that the fact that the solicitor was authorized to 
receive tne interest and had possession of the title deeds was not sufficient 
fo joni the payment to him of ap meg Hy His lordship therefore 
that the tiff was entitled to enferce his security, and to have the 





May 10, 190%. 


the House of Lords (above referred to) were now the goveraing Cases, If - 
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tile deeds handed over to him.—OCovnss1, Norton, K.0., and Methold ; 
Ioett, K.0., and Gatey ; Rowden, K.O., and Gatey. Soxicrrors, Watson 
Dyer $ Rydon ; Glasier, Edwards, Heron, § Co. 
LReported by J, Anrnur Pricer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
EWART v. FRYER. Joyce, J, 3rd and 6th May. 
Paactice—Oosts—Oonverancine Act, 1892, s. 4—Inqurry To Fix Rent 
or UnpERLESSEE OBTAINING REEF. 

Motion. In the year 1896, the plaintiff, Colonel Ewart, demised a 
certain tavern to Messrs. Combe & Co. for a term of years at a rent of 
£300per annum; On the same day Messrs. Combe & Oo. sublet the tavern 
to the defendant Fryer at a rent of £800 reducible to £300 per annum so 
Jong as he got his beer from the company. By committing a breach of a 
covenant contained in the head-lease Messrs. Combe & Oo. incurred a 
forfeiture, and the underlessee Fryer claiming and obtaining relief in that 
action under the Oonveyancing Act, 1892, 5.4 (Ewart v. Fryer, 48 W. R. 
43; 1902, A. O. 187), an inquiry was directed as to what was a proper rent 
for him to pay, having regard to all the circumstances of the case, includ- 
ing the absence of the covenant by which the tavern was tied to Messrs. 
Qombe & Oo. The costs were reserved. The result of the inquiry was 
that the rent payable to Colonel Ewart by Fryer was fixed at £600 per 
annum. On hearing the case in chambers, the judge ordered the plaintiff 
to pay the costs of the inquiry, amounting to about £300. This was a 
motion by the plaintiff to discharge the order made in chambers. 

Jorcz, J., said: This is a question arising upon section 4 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1892, which gives the court power to = underlessees on 
the forfeiture of superior leases, The case has been before me in chambers, 
but it was not argued there, nor was the question ceriously considered by 
me. Where a lease is made by agreement between the parties, it is well 
known that, in the absence of any express stipulation, the solicitor of the 
lessor prepares the lease at the expense of the lessee, and the lessor Pa 8 
forthe counterpart. But this is a statutory lease, and by section 4 0! 

Act it is provided that ‘‘ the court may, on —— by any person 
claiming as underlessee any estate or interest in the property comprised in 
the lease or any part thereof, either in the lessor’s action (if any) or in any 
action brought by such person for that purpose, make an order vesting for 
the whole term of the lease, or any less term, the property comprised in 
the lease or any part thereof in any person entitled as under! to 
any estate or interest in such property upon such conditions as to 
execution of any deed or other document, payment of rent, costs, 
expenses, damages, compensation, giving security, or otherwise, as the 
court in the circumstances of each case. shall think fit, . . .” It 
appears to me that in the absence of any special circumstances, the Act 
seems to imply that the underlessee should pay the costs. It is also said 
that this is in the nature of statutory relief in favour of the underlessee 
against a legal right. It seems that the costs of the inquiry were reserved 
upon the same principle as in Slack v. Midland Railway Co. (29 W. R. 302, 
16 Oh. D. 81), in order that the judge before whom the inquiry was con- 
ducted might have full control over the‘costs, and see that they were not 
unreasonably exaggerated. There is‘no suggestion in this case that the 
costs have been improperly or unreasonably incurred, and all that Mr. 
Clare argued was that the costs should be paid by Messrs. Combe; but 
Ifind nothing to that effect in the Act, and the underlessee has come so 
well out of the litigation that I think he may fairly be made to pay the 


Bolton & Co. ; J. Jobson. 
{Reported by H. Cravucuron Scorr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. |] 


BROOME ». SPEAK. Buckley, J. 23rd, 24th, 25th, 26th, and 30th April. 
Company —OontracT—Omission ¥RoM Prosprcrus—HonovuraBiE OBLIGA- 
TIoN—OaNcELLED Conrract—Contract OanceLLING Previous Oonrract— 
Compantes Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 131), s. 38. 
This was an action by a shareholder in the London and Northern Bank 
_ the chairman and two of the directors of the company in respect of 
non-disclosure of certain contracts. Under the promotion agreement 
Bowden, the promoter, was to have a sum equal to 1 percent. ef the 
nominal capitalof the company. The bank, as formed, did not contem- 
plate the purchase of any existing business, but it was subsequently deter- 
mined to acquire the Leeds Joint Stock Bank. Under the agreement of 
purchase a deposit was required, and two of the Leeds directors were to 
become directors of the new bank. This deposit was found by Bowden, 
and the company, by a letter of the 2let of September, 1898, and a reso- 
lution of the 1st of October, agreed with Craig as his nominee to repay it, 
together with a bonus of £7,500. On this coming to the knowledge of 
the Leeds directors, at a meeting of the London and Northern 
board, on the 10th of October, at which they were present, they refused 
to go on with the sale if this bonus were paid to Bowden. When 
this was pointed out to Bowden, and he was told that if he 
persisted in his claim he would run the risk of losing not only 
the bonus, but also the sum agreed to be paid to bim for pro- 
motion mses, and that his right to receive proper remuneration 
for commission, intrcducing the Leeds Bank and raising the deposit would 
be honourably met at a future meeting of the board, he consented to give 
up his contract, and on the same day a resolution cancelling the contract 
was passed. On the 18th of October a letter was written by Oraig to the 
eeing to the cancellation of the contract. The prospectus as 

7 drawn contained a reference to the contract to pay Bowden the 
‘£7,500. Subsequent to its cancellation this reference was, on the advice 
of counsel, struck out, and the prospectus was issued without reference to 
any contracts other than the promotion agreement and the agreement to 
purchase the Leeds Bank. The plaintiff applied for and was allotted 
‘shares in the company. Subsequently the company went into liquidation, 


of the plaintiff that the contract to repay Bowden 
oe ot © ee Se Se 
it was only to the extent of altering the amount which he was to 
receive by way of bonus, and that the contract as varied ought to have been 
disclosed. It was also that the names and dates of all material 
contracts, even though they have been cancelled or are otherwise inopera- 
tive, must under m 38 of the Com: Act, 1867, be stated in t 
rospectus. For the defendants it was contended thas the contract to pay 
wden the £7,500 had been wholly cancelled, and that what was sub- 
stituted for it was merely an honourable obligation which was not enforce- 
able, and one which need not, therefore, be dis.losed ; it was also con- 
tended that section 38 only applied to contracts which were executory. 
The following cases were cited: Bailey v. Homan (3 Bing. N. OU. 915), 
Foster v. Lord Nugent (5 B. & Ad. 58), Taylor v. Brewer (1 M. & 8. 290), 
Roberts v. Smith (4 H. & N. 315); Bryant v. Fight (5 M. & W. 114), Loftus 
v. Roberts (18 Times L. R. 532), Zwycross v. Grant (2 O. P. D. 469), 
Sullivan v. Mitcalfe (5 O. P.D. 455), Arkwright v. Newbold (17 Oh. D. 301), 
Cackett v. Keswick (50 W. R. 10), and Baty v. Keswick (50 W. R. 14). 
Bucky, J., after ae the evidence, said that with reference to 
what took place on the 10th of October the law as laid down by Vaughan 
Williams, LJ., in Loftus v. Roberts, in which the previous cases 
were discussed, was that wherever words which by themselves 
constituted a were accompanied by words which shewed 
that the promisor was to have a discretion or option as to whether 
he would carry out that which —— to be the promise, the result 
was that there was no contract on w an action could be brought at all, 
and continued : Now, that being the law which I have to apply, what is the 
effect of this resolution ? To my mind, it is not to constitute a promise with 
a discretion in the promisor. ere existed at its date a | obligation 
as between the bank and Bowden. That was to be put an end to so far as 
the payment of the £7,500, but what was to be substituted for it was this, 
that the right of Bowden to receive something was to be admitted; 
the amount that he was to receive was not admitted, but what might 
be a pro amount was to be honourably paid in the sense, as I 
understand it, that he was to be fairly and reasonably dealt with. For 
those reasons I come to the conclusion that the minute of the 10th of 
October, 1898, produced another contract. Now with that I must go to the 
law. In the first place, it has been argued before me that section 38 of the 
Companies Act, 1867, does not extend beyond executory contracts. I 
think that is not so, Section 38, of course, has always created very 
considerable difficulty in knowing what is the proper limit to be put upon 
the very wide effect of the generality of the expressions; but I see no 
reason for cutting down the words ‘contracts entered into by the com- 
pany ’’ so as to exclude a material contract entered into by the pews re 
although, in point of fact, that contract may have been wholly execut~d. 
Suppose a contract between the promoter and every member of the board 
that the promoter will pay an intending director £1,000 for serving on the 
board, and that in return for that the director shall allow himself to be 
appointed one of the first directors, and suppose that the money has been 
paid, and that the director has joined the board, and the contract is wholly 
executed. It seems to me that that would still be a contract entered into 
by a promoter as such and a director before the issue of the ——— 
and that it would be a material contract, and I see no reason for cutting 
down the language of the section so as to exclude that. Again, 
supposing a contract for the sale of property of any kind trom 
A. to B., and that that has been who executed by a 
conveyance executed by A. to ©. by the d on of B, but B.’s 
name does not appear on the pees, and suppose that B.’s name was 
one which, as being that of the promoter or for some reason or other, 
would have been naturally looked at by the intending investor, and if he 
had known that B. was interested in the matter it might have influenced 
him in taking shares, why is not that contract within the words 
‘contract entered into’’ because it has been completed by a conveyance 
if the disclosure of B.’s name would have been material ? take another 
i posing there was a material contract running, say, for a 


the company, and I tricting the generality of the 
lenges of the section so as to exclude it. Now what I have been address- 
ing myself to so far is the original contract to pay the bonus of £7,500. 
But now, further, by the minute of the 10th of October and the letter of 
the 18th of October another contract was entered into—namely, a contract 
cancelling the pr -vious contract, or cancelling it to some exteart. Now, 
that was a subsisting contract at the date of the prospectus, and why 
should not that have been disclosed? It appears to me that that 1s 
within the section. Then, » 1t seems to me that the letter 
21st of September was not by what took on 
18th of October. It contained two parts—the o 

deposit acd the obligation to pay the bonus. As regards 
was put an end to, but as regards the former it was 
subsisting contract ; the witnesses are all agreed to that. 
still remained bound to repay the deposit, and as 
think it was a subsist contract, and as ought to 
disclosed. Then, lastly, if I am right in the view w I take as 
the effect of the minute of the 10th of October, that created 
obligation—not a debt of honour, but something tnat was biuding 
company, and which, therefore, was a contract, and that again ought 
have been disclosed under section 38.—CounssL, Astbury, E.O., 
J. Roskill; Eldon Bankes, K.C., and 0. L. Clare; Haldane, K.O., 
F. Cassel ; Warmington, K.0., and Hon, F. Russell. Sourcrrors, Roweliffee, 
Rawle, § Co., for Cooper ¢ Sons, Manchester; Williamson, Hill, ¢ Oo., 
Storey, Willans, $. Storey, Halifax ; Waterhouse §¢ Co. ; Parker, Garrett, 
Holman, § Howden. 
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‘wad thereupon the present action was brought. It was argued on behalf 


[Reported by H. L. Onuistox, Heq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


In the Goods of CLIFTON SCLATER, R.N. (PRESUMED DECEASED), 
Bares, J, 5th May. 


Prosate—Lezave to Swear Dsartu. 


This was a motion for leave to swear the death of Commander Clifton | adjudicate on the applications; that in these 


of Surrey shewed cause against a rule obtained on the 15th of 
requiring them to hold an adjourned licensing session to deal with 
applications made by nine applicants for licences. The grounds 
which the rule was obtained were substantially that the justices were ng 
entitled to be objectors to the granting of the licences; that if they wey 
so entitled, and if in fact they did object, they were not entitled to sit anj 
particular cases the justicg 


Sclater under the following circumstances : It appeared that in December, | were disqualified by reason of certain steps they had taken to get information 


1901, Commander Sclater sailed from ui 
H.M.S. Condor, bound for Honolula. 


t, B.C., in command of | concerning the houses, and it was s 
O) ship left’ on the 2nd of prejudiced the case ; and the fourth objection, which only applied to one of 


sted that by so doing they hag 


December and had not since been heard of. On the 18th of March the | the ten justices, was that it was said he was of the party which was actively 


Admiralty gave notice to Commander Sclater’s brother, Mr. Arthur William | eng 


in opposing the renewal of licences in the district, and that he hag 


Sclater, of the loss of the vessel in the Pacific, and the books of the ship | been one who had voted for a resolution in opposition to them. The _ 


were closed on the 17th of March. 


Commander Sclater’s estate was | important questions of law were (1) can justices start an opposition? 


valued at about £2,400. The Lords of the Admiralty had tendered their | (2) if they have started an opposition to a licence being granted, can 
sincere regret to Commander Sclater’s wife, and hel intimated that the | adjudicate upon it? On behalf of the justices it was submitted thet 


search for the vessel led them to entertain no doubt that the vessel had 
foundered with all hands. 


Barnes, J., gave leave to swear the death of Commander Sclater on or 
since the 2nd of December, 1901.—Oounssgx, Priestley. Soxicrror, Baillie. 


[Reported by Gwrxxz Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
SMITHERS v. BRIDGE. Div. Court. 2nd May. 


Satz or Foop anp Drves Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 63), s. 6.—MiLx 
—Pvre set or Inrerion Quatity—Presvpice of THE PuRcHASER— 
QGvumrty Intent. 


Case stated by justices sitting at the Chelmsford Quarter Sessions. The 
case stated that the appellant Smithers was a milk dealer at Clacton, and 
obtained a supply of milk from a farmer named Lilley upon a guarantee of 
ere? The respondent purchased from Smithers a pint of new milk and 

it analyzed in accordance with the Act. From the certificate of the 
analyst it appeared that the milk contained only 2 09 per cent. of fat, an 
abnormally small amount. Under a regulation of the Board of Agriculture 
it had, since the prosecution, been laid down that the least percentage 
of fat should be 3 per cent. That regulation, however, was not in 
force when the proceedings were tuken. The appellant proved that 
he sold the milk in the same condition as he received it, and just 
asitcamefrom the cows It appeared, however, that the farmer milked 
his cows at four o'clock in the morning, and not having milked the cows 
for sixteen hours previously the effect was that, though the quantity of the 
milk was increased, a portion of the fat in the milk was absorbed 
by the cows. The Clacton magistrates, before whom the proceedings were 
taken in the first instance, held that there had been under section 6 of 
the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, upon which they were founded, 
aeale to the prejudice of the purchaser, because the appellant had supplied 
milk not of the nature, substance, and quality demanded. They therefore 
fined the appellant £20, buton his appealing to the justicesof quarter sessions 
at Chelmsford they, while affirming the conviction, reduced the penalty to £1. 
Oounsel for the appellant cited Hoyle v. Httchman (4 Q. B. D. 233). 
the milk was of inferior quality, it was sold in exactly the same 
condition as it came from the cow, and therefore the conviction ought 
not to stand. Oounsel for the respondent submitted it was a question of 
fact for the justices alone to decide: Hewitt v. Taylor (1896, 1 
Dyke v. Gower (1892, 1 Q. B. 220). 

Tue Oovar being divided in opinion, 

Oxanne1t, J., a8 the junior judge, delivered judgment first in favour of 
dismissing the appeal. It was material to recollect that section 6 differed 

from some of the other sections of the Act of 1875, because it 
had been clearly laid down that in cases coming under it no question of 
guilty knowledge could arise. The question was whether or not the eeller 
had sold something different from and inferior to the article demanded by 
the purchaser —in oth«r words, not of the nature, substance, and quality 
demanded. The magistrates had come to the conclusion, as a matter of 
fact, that the cows not, in ane the way in which they were 
treated, produce what was er milk. The court, theref 
could not interfere with thele decision. hay 
ARLING, J., dissented, being of opinion that the a should be 
allowed. The purchaser a-kea for new milk avd was replied with milk 
exactly as it was received from the cow. Therefore he got what he asked 
for. In his opinion the conviction was wrong. 
Lord Atvenstone, C.J., concurred in the view expressed by Channel], J 


. B. 287), 


question was whether in fact the r= charged had sold something 
that wus inferior to the article demanded by the pur -haser, and he thougnt 
that Goulder v. Rook (1901, 2 K. B 290) was an authority on which the 
appeal should be dismissed. The appellant could have protected himself 
by setting up the warranty he had received, which would have been a good 
defence. But he had not done so. In accordance with the pita 

by the majority of the court, the appeal was dismissed, but with- 
out costs —Covnset, Warburton; C. E. Jones. Soxicrrors, Speechly § Co., 
for Asher Prior and for Jones ¢ Son, Colchester. 

[Reported by Ezsxixz Rez, Esq, Barrister-at-Law. } 

REX co. FARNHAM JUSTICES AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 2nd May. 


Kacansose acts—Justices—Rervsat To Rewew Licexces—Justices Trem- 
GELV2s THE OnsEcTors—JUxisDICTIvN TO MNTeRTAIN OnjeCTION—APPEAL 
to QuagTer Sxzseions—‘’ Manpamvus ’—Licensing Ac r, 1872 

(85 & 86 Vict. c. 94), «. 42—Licansixe Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vier. o. 49), 6. 26. 


In this case counsel on behalf of the justices for the Farnham Division 


mandamus was not available where there was another remedy open to the 
applicant. In this case not only was there an effective remedy by a 

to quarter sessions, but the parties were actually pursuing it and had 
notice of their intention to appeal. Dealing with the substance of the 
counsel said that it raised one of the most _— points which had been 
raised recently under the Licensing Acts. court had to decide whether 
section 42 of the Licensing Act of 1872, as amended by section 26 of the 
Licensing Act of 1874, had so cut down the discretion of the justices with 
regard to refusing to renew licences that they were unable to exercise that 
discretion unless the objector was someone outside their own body. Ih 
support of the rule it was submitted that although notice of appeal had 
been given mandamus was still the proper remedy, because here the court 
had been improperly constituted, and Reg. v. a gaged (L. B. 9 Q. B. 258), 
Reg. v. Howard (L. R. 23 Q. B. D. 502) were cited. Here the justices were 
the objectors, contrary to what was ever contemplated by section 42 of the 
Act of 1872: Reg. v. Anglesea Justices (65 L. J. M. O. ae This case could 
be distinguished {from Baxter v. Leech (79 L. T. Rep. 1 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstone, C.J., end Darume and Cxannait, JJ.) 
held that notice of appeal was no bar to the obtaining of a mandamus. But 
in their opinion the justices could themselves raise, under section 42 of the 
Act of 1874, objections to the renewal of a licence ; and that the section as 
amended did not invalidate the proceedings merely because notice had been 
given by them. The fact that the justices had given notice did not debar 
them from adjudicating on the applications. ere was no foundation 
for this court holding that the justices had acted upon information which 
they had obtained privately, or otherwise than on that of the witnesses 
given on oath before them. None of the four grounds on which 
the rule was moved for could prevail, and the application for a mandamus 
failed. Rule discharged with costs.—Oounsg., F, Low, K.C., and Hohler ; 
Horace Avory, K.C., and Stimson. Sourtcrtrors, Prior, Church, ¢ Adams, for 
Richard Mason, Town Olerk, Farnham; W. Montgomery White, for Edgar 
Kempson, Farnham. 


[Reported by Exsxinz Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


READ v. THE FRIENDLY SOCIETY OF OPERATIVE MASONS AND 
OTHERS. Div. Court. 15th and 16th April; 3rd May. 


Action, Cavsz or—Trapes Unton—Inpvucine Orugns To Breax Contract. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from a judgment for the defendants given by 
Judge Eardley Wilmot, sitting at the Ipswich County Court, in an action for 
wrongfully and maliciously inducing Messrs. W. & W., to whom the 
plaintiff had been bound ees for three years as a stonemason, to break 
the contract of apprenticeship. By the deed of apprenticeship the law 
who was twenty-five years of age, covenanted to serve Messrs. W. & W. 
for three years at lds. a week, and they covenanted to teach him the 
trade. Messrs. W. & W. and the men in their employ were members of the 
defendant society. Certain rules had been drawn up between masters and 
men, and these rules Messrs. W. & W. had agreed to and a. Rule 6 
for Ipswich and district was as follows: ‘‘ Apprentices. —That boys entering 
the trade shall not work more tnan three months without being legally 
bound apprentice, and in no case to be more than 16 years of age, 
except masons’ sons and stepsons. Employers to have one apprentice to 
every four masons on an average.” At a lodge mee of the 
defendant society on the 13th of August, 1900, it was resolved 
that if the plaintiff started work for Mesers. W. & W. as & 
mason, one of their employés was to report the fact in two hours. 
Uwing to the action of the defendants Messrs. W. & W. did not employ the 
plaintiff as a stonemason or tesch him the trade; but he continued to do 
jabourer’s work. Un the 20th of May, 1901, the secretary of the defendant 
socie.y wrote to Messrs. W. & W. that they regretted that Messrs. W. & 
W had placed themselves in a difficult position, but the members of the 
society considered the firm’s action a direct infringement of the rule, and 
if the man started working at the trade they were bound to protest against 
the firm for introducing an individual not of the trade, and in accordance 
with their general rule the society had empowered their members working 
for the firm take prompt action in the matter. The defendants admittedia 
answer to interrogatories that ‘‘ prompt action’? méant that the masons in 
Messrs. W. & W.’s employ shoud give two hours’ notice and leave 
their employ if they thought fit ne judge held that the facts fell 
short of giving any ground of action against the defendants, who seemed 
to have acted bond fide in the interests of the society and not from any 
improper mutive, and that they bad not acted improperly in their method 
of en the rule. From this jucgment the plaintiffs now appealed. 
The followiug cases were cited in the courae of the argument: Lumley ¥. 
e (1 W. RB, 432, 2 EB. & B. 216), Temperton v. Russell (41 W. RB. 565; 
1893, 1 Q. B. 715), Allen v. Flood (46 W. R. 259; 1898, A. O. 1) We 
Vale Raslway v. Amalgamated Society of Railway Servanie (50 W. R. 44; 
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Cur. adv. vult, 
Qn the 3rd of May Tux Oovrr (Lord Atversronz, O.J., and Dariine 


Quannztt, JJ.) delivered written judgments allowing the a » in 
. they held that the county court judge was wrong, and tee there 
t to be a new trial. The plaintiff had entered into a contract which 
him to demand of Messrs. W. & W. that they should teach him 
the trade of a stonemason, and the defendants’ sufficient justification for 
ce with such right of the plaintiff must be an equal or superior 
in themselves. The law in such a case was clearly laid down in 
Quinn v. Lesthem, in Lumley v. Gye, and in Allen v. Flood: “ A 
ho procures the act of enother can be made legally ble for its 
cmequences . . . if he knowingly and for his own induces that 
other person to commit an actionable wrong.”” The defendants had no 
right to en! pressure to bear to procure Messrs. W. & W. to break their 
entract with the plaintiff, and there should be a new trial. A 
alowed.—CounsgeL, Henlé; Chester Jones. Soutcrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co., 
for Leighton § Aldous, Ipswich ; Shaen, Roscoe, § Co. 
(Reported by E. G. Strtuwex1, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]) 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFERS OF ACTIONS. 
Ornpers ur Court. 


Thursday, the lst day of May, 1902. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule 
hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. 


Justice Buckley. 
SCHEDULE. 


Mr. Justice Farwell (1902—D.—No. 455). 


In the Matter of David Payne & Oo. (Limited). St. John Montagu Young 
y. David Payne & Co. (Limited). Hatssvry, OC. 





Monday, the 5th day of May, 1902. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britian, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice 


SCHEDULE. 


Mr. Justice Kekewich (1902—J.—No. 414). 


In the Matter of The Johnston Die Press Co (Limited) Victor George 
levett v. The Johnston Die Press Co (Limited). Hatszvry, C. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR, 


The Council have recently had under their consideration the following 
questions submitted to them by a barrister: (1) Are counsel justified in 
ing briefs to ag at local inquiries under the Local Goverament 
Acts, the Public Health Acts, or the Light Railway Act from clerks to 
local authorities who are not solicitors? (2) Further, can counsel accept a 
Parliamentary brief from a Parliamentary agent who is not a solicitor and 
who is acting for such aclerk? The Council have answered both the above 
questions in the affirmative. 








COMPANIES. 
LAW FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY. 
Annvat Mzgerina. 


The annual general meeting of the shareholders of the Law Fire 
Insurance Society was held on Tuesday, at the Society’s house, Chancery- 
lane, Sir Rrcxarp Nicrotson, the chairman, presiding. 


Rerort AND Accounts. 


The fifty-sixth annual report of the directors stated: The premium 
income of the year 1901 amounted to £162,328, and shewed an increase of 
£4,293 over that of the previous year. The total amount insured was 
estimated at 137} millions. The ratio of losses in 1901 to the net premium 

for the year was 33°5 per cent. ; the expenses of ment were 
16 - cent. ; and the commission 13°6 per cent. The sum of £20,000 
had been added to the reserve fund. e directors deeply regretted to 
amnounce the loss which they had ecustained by death during the past 
of their esteemed colleagues, Mr. Octavius Leefe and Mr. Richard 
The former had been a director of the society fora period of eight 
Years, and the latter for twelve years. The board, under the provisions of 
the deed of settlement, have filled these vacancies oe appointment of 
Mr. Francis Edwin Kuaing‘on Farebrother and Mr. Thomas Rawle. 
Under the terms of the deed there gentlemen retired from office at the 
meeting, but were eligible for re-election. The directors tulated 
the shareholders on the successful operations of the society during the 
past year, and begged to renew their to them and to the ts 
and officers for their exertions to advance the interests of the oonlaty. 
The directors trusted that they might continue to receive from the chase 


‘to him by Mr. Bell which shewed that they 
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gol, A. 0.426), and Quinn v. Leathem (50 W. B. 139; 1901, A. C. 495). end agents that powerful ou which their position 


The board hoped = & would continue their good officee. 
mention that Mr. Rawle had | 
i-suing a circular to a great many 
the value of the society as a means of insurance. 
which might be very well followed by those who had not hitherto seen 
their way to a similar course. Before coming to the accounts he should like 
to point out that 1901, so far as his information had gone, had not been 
@ very successful year for insurance offices ; on the con’ » it had been a 
pon a But as far as the Law Fire was concerned it bettered its 
tion. They would observe that the ratio of losses was 33°5 per cent., 
whilst the expenses were 14°8, and the commission 13 6. He had before him 
recently the published account of the doings of some fifteen offices. He had 
taken out from that account the returns of all the offices which had a 
premium income than the Law Fire. In one case the income of the 
was double that of theirs, in another three times as great, in another four, 
and in one seven times their income. The average ratio of premium 
income to losses amongst these offices was 67 per cent., and the expenses 
were 15 per cent., the commission being 17 cent. Having regard to 
the figures he had mentioned in connection with the Law Fire, he thought 
they had good reason to congratulate themselves on the result of the year’s 
operations. Coming to the material part of the report, he had - 
lated the shareholders last year on the fact that tuat was the best year’s 
business they had ever done. But the year 1901 exceeded the business 
of any year since the institution of the society. Tne premium income for 
1901 was £162,328, as against £158,035 for 1900, w was the highest up 
to that time. The balance brought forward was £49,544, against £45,987 in 


were £54 333, as a , \ 
exceeded that of 1900 by £500, but it was still only 13°6 of the um 
income. The only other item — for observation was the of 
£20,000 to the reserve account, w! brought it up to £165,000, which 
was £20,000 better than it had ever been before. Upon the question of the 
reserve fund he had from time to time made some observations, and when 


he had eaid he thought it their duty to increase it he believed that had met 
with the sympathy of the shareholders. He felt that they ought to increase the 
fund largely use they were not in so satisfactory a position as 


the reserve fund as some other offices were. He had had a list submitted 
ight add to the reserve with 
considerable advantage. The public looked, of course, to the reserve fund 
very much as a means of enabling the office to settle claims and 
factorily. He felt that they had done their duty this year, at any 

rate, in putting £20,000 to reserve. He knew there was a 
amongst some shareholders that the Law Fire was a machine for grinding 
out 35 per cent. He thought that must be taken with great q 
They must stren the reserve, that was their first duty, whatever the 
were able to pay their shareholders. It might be that they might not be 
able to pay in some. year 17s. 6d. per share, but even if they 
did not they would admit that the , better, and more proper 
policy was to increase the reserve fund. As to the balance-sheet, 
reserve fund was £20,000 better than ever before, the fire losses 
outstanding on the 3let of December were £10,579, as against 
£12,683 in 1900, some £2,104 less. The balance which was 
forward after paying the interim dividend, £12,5L0, stood at £52,697, 
as against £49,544 in 1900, a plus quantity of £3,153. On the other 
of the account the investments showed some variation. The office 
£19,550 war stock, an increase in bank stock of £21,324, London County 
Couacil £4,940, Metropolitan Consolidated £5,459, a total 
account of £51,723. But mortgages had been paid 
£24,582. 
£554 less 
results. 
1900 of £21,099. 
balance on the 
1900. The 
teen Snstent, sen ay now the —— 

vidend of 12s. 6d. per share, making 17s. 6d, 
paid in 1900. That would take £31,250, and would leave £21,447 to go on 
with. He trusted that some of that £21,000 might find its to the 
reserve account. He had the pleasurable duty to perform of thanking 
their old friend Mr. Bell for his sage advice and most valuable assictance 
to the board. They had to thank also the loyal and efficient staff. He 
moved that the report and accounts be ad ; 

Lord Hosnovsr seconded the motion, w was carried unanimously. 


Paxsentation TO SrcreTaRy. 


The Onareman said that most of those present were aware that Mr. Bell 
had been conuected with the for a great number of years—much to 
its advantage. He had been them since 1845, when the anaual 
premium income was £43,000. The directors had felt that the present was 
a very fitting time when tne society in some special way 
his merits and his successful devotion to interests of the society. 


Fite 


wed 
1900 was £24,000 to the good. 
ear’s account was £52,697, as 


| 





directors did their best to carry on the business successfully, but without 
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the assistance of Mr. Bell it was not unlikely, he thought, that they might 
have made some mistakes which might have interfered somewhat with the 
17s. 6d. per share the shareholders were going to receive. Mr. Bell seemed 
to have a kind of intuitive perception of a bad risk, however well it might 
be disguised, and a word from him was enough to put caution into the 
board, and they took advantage of his suggestions. Mr. Bell’s posi- 
tion in the insurance world could hardly be improved. It was a 

at advantage to the society that he occupied that position. His 

wotion to their interests, his great experience, had enabled him to 
contribute in a most marked degree to the success of the society. He 
(the chairman) was about to propose, at the instance of the board, that 
the society should vote a thousand pounds to Mr. Bell in recognition of 
what he had done in the interests of the society. The motion which he 
he would move was “That the sum of £1.000 be presented to 
Mr. Bell, the society’s secretary, in recognition of the services 
rendered by him to the society. Appointed chief clerk on the 
formation of the society in September, 1845, Mr. Bell became 
secretary in 1868. In the latter capacity, as principal officer charged 
with the regulation of the society’s affairs and as the confidential and 
trusted adviser of the board, Mr Bell had enjoyed the confidence not only 
of it, but of the shareholders at large; and in the discharge of the 
responsible duties cast upon him has brought to bear such sound judg- 
ment, tact. and energy on fire insurance business as have contributed, in a 
very iarge degree to the continuance and very marked success which has 
attended the society’s operations ”’ 

Mr. Arpen, in seconding the resolution, spoke of the very great work Mr. 
Bell had done for the society. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 

Mr. Bett, who was received with acclamation, returned thanks. He 
said that if he had been, as a distinguished German statesman had 
remarked of someone else, the honest broker, the board had been the 
head and the brains, and the society owed to them a great deal of the success 
in all that had happened. If they had to thank him at all, it was that 
dangers had been avoided as much as possible. It was a great pleasure to 
him to look back upon the fifty odd years he had spent in the society, 
during which he had made troops of friends and not a single enemy. He 
thanked them warmly for the handsome sum they had voted to him, and 
it was most pleasing and happy to him to know that the most generous 
confidence had been placed by the board in their executive « flicer. 

On the motion of the Cuarrman the retiricg directors were re-elected as 
follows: Mr. Francis Edwin Kssington Farebrother, Mr. Joseph Augustus 
Hellard, Mr. Edward Carleton Holmes, Mr Frederick Peake, Mr. Thomas 
Rawle, Mr. John Edward Wase Rider, Mr. George Ro per, Mr. Joseph 
Perceval Tatbam, Mr. Richard Walter Tweedie, and Mr. Romer Williams. 

The auditors were re-elected as follows: Mr. James Frederick Burton, 
Mr. Edmund Francis Blake Church, Mr. John Henry Hortin, and Mr. 
Charles Robert Roberts West. 


Mr. Arpen spoke of the desirability of building up a good reserve 


On the motion of Mr. Witrrzp Crirps, 0.B., seconded by Mr. ArpEn, 
a vote of thanks was passed to the chairman and the directors. 

The Cuareman, in returning thanks, said that the income beyond their 
lum income was only £10,000 a year, and it was felt that should 
rous years supervene there might be a difficulty in paying the usual 

17s. 6d. dividend per share. The board therefore felt most strongly the 
necessity for a good reserve fund. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Jonn Atpert Farnriewp, solicitor, 
until recently a member of the firm of J. A. & H. E. Farnfield, solicitors, 90, 
Lower Thames-street, London. Mr. Farnfield was admitted in 1863, and 
in 1877 entered into partnership with his brother. He was widely known 
as well versed in nautical law and navigation, and on the occasion of a 
recent case, the Lord Ohief Justice paid Mr. Farnfield the compliment of 
referring to his intimate knowledge of the Thames and the Thames 
watermen and lightermen. He was for many years secretary of the 
Barge Owners’ Protection Society, which he helped to establish many 
years ago. He was a member of the Court of the Shipwrights’ Company 
and was also for many years secretary of the Thames Sailing Barge 
Match. He was also a member of several yacht clubs. He was one of the 
oldest solicitors practising at the City of London Court. He was well 
known among the members of the Masonic craft, and in 1887, at the 
celebration by Grand Lodge of the late Queen’s Jubilee, the King con- 
ferred upon Mr. Farnfield the brevet rank of Past Assistant Grand 
Director of Ceremonies. He was also the treasurer of the Royal Masonic 
Benevolent Institution for Aged Freemasons and Widows of Freemasons. 
He only retired from practice on the 31st of December last. 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. H. &rvarr Sanxey, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Recorder 
of Faversham, in the place of Mr. G. E. g, deceased. 
Mr. Wi11am Beprorp Graster, solicitor, of 47, Essex-street, Strand, 
has been appuinted a Commissioner of the High Court of Judicature at 
Fort William, in Bengal, to take affidavite, acknowledgments, &c. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vrion. 
Octavius Eppison, Oxantes Lvrron, and Onarntes Francis Haron, 














solicitors (Nelson, Eddisons, & Lupton), Leeds. April 30, 1902. The 
said Octavius Eddison and Oharles Lupton will continue to carry on the 
said business. (Gazette, May 2, 





GENERAL. 


At the recent trial of the persons charged with conspiring to obtain 
money by means of forged leases, the counsel for one of the persons 
that he was “‘ a poor, hard-working man.” The Recorder said “‘ that is not 
much in his favour if his hard work consisted of forging leases. It is like 
a case 1 had the other day, in which a highway robber pleaded that he used 
no more violence than was necessary.’’ 


With the view of perpetuating the memory of the late Mr. Samug 
Pope, K.O., a movement has been started to present to the Middle Temple, of 
which society he was a bencher, a cup his name. A committee ig 
furtherance of this project has been formed consisting of Mr. Littler, K.0, 
CO B., Mr. Pember, K.C., Sir Pheodore Martin, Sir John Wolfe-Barry, Mr, 
Honoratus Lloyd, Mr. Ashby Pritt, and Mr. Oharles Hawksley. Mr. James 
Gully has consented to act as honorary secretary. 


In a certain criminal case a few years ago, says the Albany Law Journal, 
in which the culprit was arraigned upon a charge of manslaughter, which 
seemed to bear very much against him, the counsel held up his little child, 
who was crying aloud, as an eloquent appeal to the jury in his behalf. This 
might have answered very well, had not one of the opposing counsel pnt 
the pertinent question to the youngster—‘‘ What are you crying for?” 
when the artless reply was: ‘‘ He pinched me, sir.” 

The judges (Bigham and Bucknill J.J.) have fixed the following com. 
mission days for the summer assizes on the Western COurcuit—viz, 
Salisbury, Thursday, May 29; Dorchester, Tuesday, June 3; Wells, 
Saturday, June 7; Bodmin, Friday, June 13 ; Exeter, Thursday, June 19; 
Winchester, Saturday, June 28; Bristol, Monday, July 7. Mr. Justice 
Bucknill will go on the circuit alone until Exeter is reached, when Mr, 
Justice Bigham will join him. Both civil and criminal business will be 
taken at all the places, 


An esteemed correspondent draws attention to some singular errors in an 
extract from an article by Lord Davey, which has been forwarded to himas 
specimen pages of the new volume of the “‘ Encyclopedia Britannica.” They 
must be errors of the press. He says, ‘‘ There is no such reference kaown 
to the lawas L.N.2H.1L.99. There is no case Deny § Peck reported in 
the Law Reports. The Act of 1900 does not avoid all securities not regis. 
tered within a short date after their execution, nor does it provide for the 
registration at the Joint Stock Registry of all securities. The case of 
Salomon v. Salomon was not decided in 1879, but in 1897.”’ 

The Committee for Privileges decided on Tuesday the claims to the 
office of Lord Great Chamberlain. In announcing the decision, and after 
rejecting the claim of the Duke of Atholl, the Lord Chancellor said that 
** when this hereditary office descends to females, such persons, if more than 
one, have a right, subject to his Majesty’s approval, to appoint a deputy to 
execute the said office. I think ako that, if such persons do not all agree, 
his Majesty may appoint whom he will for the performance of the duties 
thereof until the co-heiresses shall agree in nominating a person for that 
situation to be approved by his 77ers and according to the precedents 
the on appointed must not be of inferior degree toa knight. The 
result is that I move your lordships that this Committee should a, to 
—— to his Majesty that the rights of the co-heiresses who have inherited 
this office are in the Earl of Ancaster, the Marquis of Cholmondeley, and 
Earl Carrington, in whom, therefore, the right of selection of a deputy 
vests, subject of course to the conditions above mentioned.’’ 

On Saturday, in the Irish Chan Qourt, says the Dublin correspon- 
dent of the Times, the Lord Chancellor gave judgment in the action taken 
by the Incorporated Law Society in reference to the conduct of a solicitor 
who had acted for Owen Kenny, a bankrupt. Kenny had been imprisoned 
owing to the unsatisfactory character of his statement of affairs in the 
Bankruptcy Court, and afterwards admitted that he had withheld from 
the court a sum of £820. Judge Boyd, who had the case before him in 
that court, came to the conclusion that the bankrupt’s solicitor knew that 
the statement of affairs was false and misleading, and suspended the 
solicitor until further order from practising in the Bankruptcy Court. The 
Incorporated Law Society was put in motion, and brought the matter 
before the Lord Chancellor. His lordship, having reviewed at length the facts 
of the case, suspended the solicitor from tice for twelve months. In 
reply to an appeal that he should be permitted to practise in the Inferior 
Courts during that time, Lord Ashbourne said that he would consider the 
form of his order. 


In order to become a lawyer in Spain is is necessary, says the Albany 
Law Journal, to acquire the degree of Bachelor of Philosophy, and then 
pursue a course of study during seven academic years on the following 
subjects: Outline study of law; Roman law; history and elements 
of the civil and criminal law of Spain; Spanish codes; history and 
elements of the canon law generally and particularly of Spain; 
history and discipline of the Uburch generaliy and particularly of 
Spain; political economy; Spanish public law and administrative 
law; theory of proceaure; forensic practice; forensic eloquence, 
After four years the student received the di of Bachelor of Laws, and 
at the end of seven years he obtained the title of licentiate of jurisprudence. 
According to royal order, this was sufficient authority for the exercise of 
the profession in all Spanish territory, without the necessity for previous 
authority from the courts of justice. The law expressly provided that the 
title of tiate of jurisprudence, | or attorney and counsellor-at-law, 
obtained at the universities the last year of the course, was enough of 
itself, without any other requirement, to authorize the practice of law in all 
the monarchy. 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or Recistrans m ATTENDANOE OF 














Date. Emercency Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
: , Rora. No. 2. KEKEWICH. Brang. 
May....... cee = Mr. W. Leach Mr, Teabesten Mr. Greswell Mr. Godfrey 
See —" RR Godfrey 
' Church Jackson W. Leach Farmer 
} Farmer Pemberton Greswell Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice _ Mr. Justice 8 
FarwELt. BuckLey. Joxor, Swinren Eapy. 
-12 Mr. Guatagien Ue. B. Sanh Mr. Church Mr. Jackson 
+18 Pugh Beal King Pemberton 
wd Seiegten R. Leach Church Pugh 8 
16 Carrington $B. Leach Church Beal 





The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 17th of May, and terminate on 
Tuesday, the 20th of May, 1902, both days inclusive, 








THE PROPERTY MART. 

SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
May 12.—Messra. Tucxetr & Son, at the Mart, at a> 7-4 .—, sy two 
minutes of Regent’s Park, value £85 per ann . 7 & C. 
Smith, London. advertisement, May s. ry “474, = Bi Dour : The 
Valuable Freehold Property, known as the Ri an wenn 
424 acres, and let at rents amounting to about £1,600 fy si the as of 
Rodmersham, the Advowson, and the Impropriate Tithe. commuted sf a a 

annum. So icitors, Messrs. Lawrance, Webster, Messer, & Taylor, London. (| 

advertisement, April 26, p 8) 

May 13,—Mr. Gro. Furvoye Francis, at the an, at 2:—40, Rahat, Holland 
Park-avenue, W.: A well-built and fitted Residence, pleasantly ite on high 
d, overlookin, at gardens. Solicitors, Messrs. Mead & Sous, London. 

y 3,p 


See advertisem ent 
May 13.—Messrs. Lancrince & ee at the Crown Hotel, Tonbridge :- Freehold 
ve as Round’s Farm, Hadlow, and Bourne Hadlow 


Properties, 
commodious Freehold Residence, known as ‘*' Chesfield,” Hadlow. The 





Hermitage,’’ Hadlow-road, Tonbridge. 
Merit — Laneripcr & Fasuusn, at Walter’s Green Farm, Fordcomb : -House- 
rniture. 
May 15.—Messrs. Lancrincs & Frremay, at the Star Fin, the patsh The Freehold 
Estate of about 190 acres, known as “* ares — Hh ” in the Parishes ‘ot Yalding and 
arden. Freehold Estate, known as * Grove = he ee comprising 
about 74 acres. Freehold re i as “The ee Aylesford. 
(See advertisements May 5.) 
May 1h Meners 8. WALKER Yet ad at the Mart, at 2 :—Catford and Forest Hill: A Free- 
hold known as “ Knockholt,”’ Ravensbourne Park Catford, we © } 
ground, with park-like eurrou ; and.a Semi-det Residence, No. 36, st 
Eomes’o-ceel, Forest-hill. let at £32 per annum, Solicitors, Messrs. Upperton & 
Co., London, ‘(Bee advertisement, May 3, p. 474.) 
May 14. —Mesers. Epwin Fox & BovsrrEtp, at the Mart, at 2 a 3 Barnet: The 
Mavor-house Estate, Freehold RB of 1 Solicitor, 
B. Veinor Miles, Req , London.—Bermoné sey : bullaing Estate, well ait situate 
in Bermondsey-street, a ce from Bridge stations, 
Messrs. Coode, Kingdon, ry Gotton, Yonten eke | just off: The Per; bane mt 
Corporation Lease of Premises, Bruton. street, ame Se ‘Grafton Galleries ; held 
from the pg of London. Solicitors, Messrs & Lafone, London.— — City 
of Westminster Loss Leashold Investment, comprising the valuable Equity of 
Redemption in the noble corner pile of buildings dutinguished as Army and Navy 
Mansions, situate in Victoria-street; rental value about £5 930 per annum. 
Messrs. Angove, Bromwich, & Yeo, London. (See advertisements May 3, p. 5.) 
May 15 —Mesas, FAREBROTHER, E..is Eorrron, Breace, Gatswortay, & Co , at the 
Mart, at 2:—No 44, Old Bond st, Freehold Property with wy £600 = 
annum. Solicitors, "Messrs, Whitfield & Harrison, London. advertisment, 


Inpiaw Corton SEED hp ge Co, 
names and 


Wesster’s Gotp Mixinc Co, Liuwirep—Creditors are By mye on or before June 


Village. 

Freboid Residence, with qevtene ard paddock of about 7} acres, known as “The | B. © 

CHESTER Leos Brewery Co,. Luarep pe VotunTary fo erage “Bene lh | 
and particulars 


Coventry Components, Limrrep—Petn for windi 1D, presented 
heard May 27 Deighton, Willian 


GoLDFIELDS OF Micnenge F famene Ses 


Howez’s “Simpcex” Anti-Ixpucrive TELEPHONE yor pes 


asuaeee Gas Licut © 0, jap AAS Demag ge LiquipatTion)—Creditors are 
08 ees 


—¥ Bout oye anv Inon Co, 


are req on or before June 


names and 
ticulars of Stains, oo Havbest Wething dn Mee Denes 


In alban 9g atta Creditors are required, on or before June 12, to send their 
ae eddenisen, ond the pastioutenn of Galt debts or claima, to Gecege Menry 


pay ty 
Looutep—Creditors paeel, before J 
ane, the partioulars their’ debts or dai, bo 


Murat anp Decorations a? Luonrzp—Peta oe gem presented 
directed to be heard May tH = 


pa, Sines ot Cesend, oe for petner. Foe 


ae Ister than six o'clock in the afternoon of 


song nae —~y 4 a. not 
May 1 


a a Gop ie Co, Liurrep—Creditors are 


Fed pag ately one oe Perea Yar 
Moorgate oorgate ve lew Broad 
yy, solors for the liquidator = ge 


JHOEBURYNESS Gas © 
theie names and addresses, and the 
Gregson, Southend 


Lame are ep gy to 
particulars of their’ ¢ debts or claims, to W 


debts or claims, to William 


send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
awa Soon, Moorgate ct, Moorgate pl. we & Chave, New Broad st House, solors for 
iq 
bat Hips, anp Sxix Syxpicatz, Luntrep—Peta for winding up, Fd yy 26, 
directed to be heard May 13. Rawlinson, 47, New Ly a] st, solor er. eae 
6 gee above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
yl 
Untmarep 1x CHANoERY. 
Ipswich Tramsways Co—Creditors are required, on or before May 10, to send their 
‘ams and addresses, and the particular of their debts or claim, bo J J. F. Titchmarsh, 


17, Museum et, I 


Royat Sranparp Permanent Beverit Boripinc Sociery—Creditors are required, on 
their names and their debts or 


before June 2, to send particulars of 
claims, to Henry Bulcraig, Burleigh House, 366, Strand 
London Gaszette.—Turspay, May 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luorep 1x CHanoczEry. 


or 

A. EA to the liquator 
on or before July 10 to send 
or claims. wmas J, 


os Avstrat Gotp Exptorenrs, Limrrep—Creditors ~ | ay on or before June 1, to 
dresses, and their debts or claims, to Edwin 


pames and 
Habben, Finsbury House, Blomfield st 
. DeyeLopuent Co, Limmtep—Oreditors are r- 
ae avd addresses and ulars of 
Garlick, 17, Basinghall st Hays & Vo, Cl snouts ln, acters 09 the ile 


pames and of 
Victoria 2d, Sencombe, Obester 
May 1, gg he 


solora for SS 
sprengne {Ay x Deeateek alt tae than’ 6 o’clock 


re qaied, on or before June 18, to send their 
their debts or claims, to George Lord, 63 


Daconarrvs Arts GuILp, pes a an mn are required, on or before June 7, to send 
addresses and to Henry Powel 


of their debts or claims, to 


bg ge | 
Tk & Co, 1, New sq, Lincoln’s 


Norris, 5, Argy 
iquidzeor 


ll place, Regent st. inn, solors to 


ditors are 
names and addr ticulars of their debts or claims, t0 A. J. 
20, Bucklersbury. Vallanze & Co, solors to the liquidator 


Gaimepy Steam Fisnine Vessets Mutruat Smatt Damace anp Coiiision Crus, Liuirzo 
ames and addresses, and 


— Creditors are required, on or before June 17, to send their n 
the particulars of their debta or claims, to Richard Pel Ficld Helm. Bank chmbrs, Parlia- 
Hull, Bates & Mountain, Gt Grimsby, solors to the lquidat r - 


ment st, 
are 
uired, on or before June 14, and the yarticulars 
of their Gebts or claims, to D. iF Banden 83. Be Se Be Seithin's ta 


& 


required, on or before June 1, to their names and 
their debts or claima, to pk ig Ose 5. * —- as ay 


Searborouzh mre ts Weat Hart 


week, p. 5.) 
May 15.—" i F &C Mart, at 2:— ed to be heard Ma: 2, at 30. ae 
Pee: eS een, Oe scion for petners ‘Notice of appearin ‘Boda, 8 the above-named not later 
To One-eighth of a Tru li ed and 67. o’cloc! e afternoon y 
 ‘Bolicite ie 2 tae 10,005 oe Ben ape a = Sanaa 3 oe ome suet, on or before Sept 1, to send 


Solicitors, Messrs. Pearce-Jones & Co., 
To aaa ig of Property in Cork ; life 75. “'Bolicitors, Messrs, Harrison & 


well. London. 
To One-fourth of Freehold Ground-rents in Stafford and Warwick, value smo ; 
mtlemsn aged 64 and lady aged 66. Solicitors, Messrs. Pearce-Jones & 


To Three-thirteenths of s E a peat of £12,000; life 55 (see particulars), Soli- 
citors, Messrs. Jones & Co., London. 
To a Trost Fund, - £5,610 ; indy ‘aged 66. Solicitors, Messrs. Ashurst, Morris, 
mdon, 
To One-fourth ‘of Freehold Pro at Hastings ; 68. Solicitors, 
eae, Dovaies Bouman & Ce... ndon. ssochdanesibens 
LIFE INTEREST o: =e 27 in £1,824 cash, with other valuable interest (see full 
y yt = M. Lazarus, Esq.; London. 
POLICIES for £4,000, 23,000 


SHARES in the Brentwood Gas Oo. = Mesers, Jackson & Jackson, Devizes. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Faipay, May 2, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep mx CaanomrRy. 
"toad May fe Geo, Process, Manat, "elr foe te peter ‘Note 
ane must reach the above-named not later then rr Piock in ay afternoon of 


Ow hey ayp Cotonrat Inpusreies, Liumtrep—Petn for winding up, presented 26, 
directed to be heard May 13 Lee & Oo, 1, Gresham Basinghall as 





the Notice ot appearing must the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 

in the afternoon of May 12 
Cas, Lunrep Fhe. VoLunTary a are required, on or before May 
to send and and particulars of their debte or = icin, to James 


Mair Davies 16, Gane Queen Victoria st 





their and particulars 0: debts or claims, to Mesers. 
Nic 1 & Co, Phy Neston #0 Old Brady London, wlom for liquidators 
Oowana Se: —Creditors are required, on to seod their 
names and addresses, and the Qevtiociows of their Sebts or dsima, to Hr Whitdela and 
oi nee ee i, Victoria et, Vallance & Co, solors to the liquidators 
Parinea ConsoOLipaTED Mbyes, Limirep (1x a Creditors are 


particulars el tar abe 


before June 80, to send names and a 
claims, to J W H 81, st 

Rawroips Wire Co, =p pe yy ~~ or before June 14 to send their 
eta and octenee, cnn Re of their bts or claims, to Thomas Bilvey, 


thei debts 0 > dein, to Stephens 
w. Resenes & Co, Liuuirsp—Creditors are re a en or before June 14, to send their 
addr and claims, 


names eases. 
Bacup Woodcock & Sons, the liquidator 
W Barus Co, are required, on or before J to send 
sremsaves Rowe Oh ny Eaackaes of Gas eo an 


their names 
Rowlands, 18, Mill st, Whitehaven 
liquidator 


Ustunrep rm Carcery, 
, June 17, to send their mames and addresses, and the particulars 
po nny «Ba s to Bdmund Heisch, 18, 8 Helen's pl Slaughter & May, Austin Friars, 
solors to the liquidator 








he agen valle te w= ml ey Ta 
fag @ eS ouse, even for a occu 

have e Drains and Sanitary a Se independently Tested and 
Reported upon. eg Rey te sak Wak ees Se 
Carter, C.E., d» Westminster. 


27 pol a Tel @6, Victoria p-- 4 Telephone: 316 316 Wests 


ster.—[Apvr. 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 





Asrsxt, Onanies Epwanp, ypladlchinton, Dorset Demet keay i Andrews & Co, Dorchester 
Bauxrm, ey 4 Wirtiam Dupury, Brynmawr, Brecon, Irommonger May 3 i 
Powell hes, Brynmawr 
Cambridge ‘st, Hyde Park May 24 Williams & James, Thames 


AxtHoyy, Allithwaite, nr Gr over Sands, Lancs, Builder 2. 
mam, 4 on ange ’ April 


, Ulvers 
CastTiz. ao *axy, Manor Park, Essex w fy Fairfax, Banbury 
CRaAcKN. Hranx Antuun, Kensington, t Pastor ’May 12” Crofton & Co 


Caoox, Taomas, Wigan, Fish Merchant June 10 5 Sane, Win 
Davizs, Wiiu1am, Johnstown, Carmarthen, Bookseller May 16 Morgan & Co, 





Dosson, Jauzs, Middleton, Rothwell, Yorks, Malteter June 12 Jones & Oo, Leeds 
Dex en ee i Cambevige , a. May io —" Cambridge 
EORGE, le had 
oe, Jomn, Gout —e = Robins & Co, South 

Evans, Buuax, 
zervos, Bat strate ers kas Recto‘ 

‘ARDN TL Vv 
Gansor, acon, Nusth Sbields June 2 finielas 
Gavpzr, a West Kensington May 16 Dowase ‘e J Johnson, Union court, Old 
@ittam, Rosrrt, Addison rd, Kensington, Solicitor May 31 tor © 
@aauam. Franozs ge Barham, Kent June 2 Wightwick  Hlagaford, Oa Canterbur 
@ray, Maruew, Esq, A Wood, Kent May 31 Murra sot Pit, Sra 
Hamwett, THomas = Merchant May 16 Boor & 


Swansea 
Harnisson 7 Roszrt Eversox, Droxfi nr Wal Hants May 12 
’ 2 tH ord, itham, y 


Tucker & Co, New 
Hannzisoy, Rey Wriu11aM Salop May17 How & Son, Shrewsb 
Hanwoop, Bexsaxin, sen, Hendon, Dairy Farmer May 29 Wheatly & a New inn, 


Hawt, Frances, Whissendine, Rutland May 16 ay Banbury 
Heaton. Exizapetn, Sheffield Tune 7 Oxley & Coward, RB: 
Maidenhead May 17 Hewlett & Co, Raymond bjdgs, 


ingen ie Market Weighton, Yorks, Farmer June2 Robson, Posklington 
JAMES. Tuomas, Weston super Mare, Starch Manufacturer May 81 Wansbrough & Co, 


; ene .— Gosemen, Bowe aa “os E&H RAF gS an 4 “ 2 
ENNIN OHN RY, 4 utlan: ay 
Ww r worth, sieaned pete Victoniize May 15 i yne, 


ee LLIAM ans Sanat, Ww 
Lixy, yon ree Graincrr, Li y 31 pone & Co, Bloomsbury 
Lovisonp, Epwarp Plowden bidgs, 4 Tremaple 


Macwas, Rosreat Awaz, Crosshilis, Kildwick, Yorks, 8 jurgeon June 2 Rawnsley & 


Bradford 
Bombay, India May 22 Payne & Li Leadenhal! st 
a eee, ie May ? . . a. Mgnt , 
ERLIN ISABELLA ROTH Lansdowne 1 otting 10 & 
John et Bedford —. 4 . 
Miietr-Davis, Goeven © Miuiett, Bath April 30 Lgamen | & Co, York 
Moreax, ALFEu yy Porter Msy18 Burchells & Westainster 
Morpny, Jon, Mile Bed ew Town May 30 Gp & Ce, Devonshire sq 
— yo we veeebopret 19 me, Ss teed 
ORTON, ARTHUR Beppozs, Bishop’s Castle, Sa! v4 Stockport 
aves, Tromas W: : ord May al Green & Co, Bo hh} 


mi14M, Bedf 
James, Hove June#4 Clarke & 
TOR, James, Brenkley, North Farmer May 31 Wilkinson & Marehall, 


fiddlesborough, Cycle Dealer’s Manager June 2 Harland & 


Ricwaxnson, ALFRED, 
Leeds 


Bionagpson, Henny Hampton, Leeds June? Harland & Ingham, Leeds 
Bicuarpsoy, MATTHEW ie Leeds June2 & Ingbam, L:eds 
a TLLIAM, esti bregeh ,» Manchester May 31 Heath & Sons, Man- 
Suarmay, -, e Leicester & Pike 

pasnen. Jour, The Moun oo ecolstall pari Lea, Nfeokal” 
Suanr, —— lord sq, Bi 4 "hes 1 Willson ‘& Norman, a at, 


Sprurrorp, ee ae shall, Beds a Wade-Gery & Boubest, et 
Stamnerr, Frepericx 8 Grandison rd, Cla 

-_ 7. 5 = pham Common, Builder y 12 
SwaLow, GronaE, Higher Crompsall, Manchester June 1 Phythian & Bland, Man- 
Tuurtx, Rey Josrrn Annorr, Acton June 24 Bleaymire & Shepherd, Penrith, Cumber- 
beams ‘Wu114m, Linthorpe, nr Middlesbrough May10 Robson & Punch, Middles- 


Warrsway, Dayret, Birkenhead, Butcher May14 Lamb & Oo, Birkenhead 
‘Wrixrnsox, Jos1an, Manchester May 31 Heath & Sons, Manchester 
Liverpool 


eee Sam, ap ay Fi May 17 dg de 105 
ERIOK JOHN, -) 

Se tH. ’ Mecchant May8 Foulkes-Roberts, 
.—Turspay, April 22. 


Arazy, J. Acton, T-ilor June1 Todd & Co, oo, Guoaemry 

y AMES, « une in 

Banaacroven, Joun, Plumber May 20 Walker & Son, Ualifax 

| ory Neng ed Kosert, Soneiee. Compositor May 31 —_— i Reading 
Tees, Leather Merchant May 20 Wilso: 

Bao Many Axy, or Bitchin tee Ma: 1 tt ae Taunton 


Bizaspare, Axx, York June2 EJ 
Bo: gl ee wood nr Epping, Woollen Draper May 12 Dommett 
BovupERson, —_ en Abbey 1d, St John’s Wood May 17 Leathley & Willes, 
Brows, Wistiay E Hevrny, Pimlico, Private Tutor May 16 Yeilding & Co, Vincent sq, 


Bavor-Siuson, Euwa, Upper Norwood ry Ford, Bedford ro 
Cuitverp, Wi1114M, Bexley Heath, Kent, Beershop keeper whe Hf Hunt & Jo, 


Cousins, Tuomas Gzoncs, Oxford June 24 WH & F Walsh, 
Davipson, James, Sheffield, Scale Maker May a. lcm & Stree 
Dz Wintox, General Sir Faancis Waiter, GCM. iB, Bt J 
Trower & Co, New sq, Lincoin’s inn 
Dyson. JOHN Manchester, licitor May 81 Poole & Oo, Manchester 
Epwarps, Emma Ametia, Honor Osk Park June7 Andrews & Jo, Easex st, Strand 
ExLiott THOMAS + Poe ce > tony F—4 17 Morgan & Co Holborn viaduct 
FRANKLIN, * MMA, aston. June3 Harper. Birmingham 
Gopraey. Evizasera, Reading, og, Barks May 17 Martin & Martin Reading 
Gnome, ym East P. May 81 & son. Maidstone 
» Witt1aM HmL1ARp Barton usvon Hum >er May 19 “Gn & Co, Barton on 
} ed - bog ae yl y 24 a ter, Haltox 4 poms 
Somerse a ‘ansb 
Banrono, ions ip Maker 5 Perheee Pee Bcietol 


ec inet 
Sornia, St John’ ‘ood ~June4 Benjamin, Oo on, swe 





Giays, 


Ae ny May 8 





THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL. 





May 10, 190% 








ae Retiess Couat P. Cariton House 

UL VOR, ton a 
Guede'le & Cross, , Mayan 
Haweixs, Joun, Bradford an 6 Besos 6 Bradford 
Baywoop, Maza, Shirley. Warwick } 2 Cottrell + am 


Lincoln’ 
MoNutry, Baya, a tied, hy Licensed bay May 81 
1LL1AM, Sutton Coldfield, Surgeon May Mz gic sett 


MANsERG 
Coldfiel 


Mo.tesworts. Dame Bearzioz Anne, Elm Park gdns May 29 Coode & Co, Bodiondzen 
Niono.is. Hannan Manis, Gt Yarmouth mr { 1 Burton & yb Gt Yarmou' 

NicHots, Jonas, Suuthampton, May Perkins & Co, Sou ra 

Paseuny, <aeenn, 0S Chipping Nortoa, Onferi, Irommonger June 4 ilkins & Toy, 


Poo.z, Wit11aM, Brixton June? Hatchett & Co, Mark In 
PaipMoRe, GEORGE ALEXANDER, Coventry, Manufacturer June 18 Kirby & fon, 


bmg A 
Puoxerine, Jonny, York, Joiner Junel es HT 
Porver, Feanors Any, Plymouth = 20 Bulteel & Rowe, Plymouth 
Sauter Ann, ww Weald May Oldfield & Sn eens 
SERGEANT, Lewis, 8t ¢ Luke's rd, , Ae May 21 Stokes, Bedford ro 
Sinoiairn, Duncan Evans, Surrey June 3 Austin & austin, Union ct, Old 


Broad st 
SLaTER, Gzorex, Heeley, Sheffield June 5 Kesteven, Sheffield 
fecen hanes Gucacn, Weabihen, Surrey Suan 10 Tempany & Co, Bedford row 
Tayior, Many Exen, Brighton May ef Gates, ton 





THEOBALD, ELLEN, Bpfield hway ng 18 Yeilding & Co, Vincent sq, Westminster 
Tuorr, Exzanon Cheltenham June2 Wioterbothams & Gurne ney, tenham 
Wat, 3 HoweatTe GREavas, 3h, Yarn Merchant June 3 Owston & (o, 


—— Szpewiox, Pembroke gdns, Kensington June 10 Lovell & Co, Gray's 


Wis eer WILLA, ages , Surrey May 31 Adams & Hugonin, 

Yezarman, Eviza, Margate y 27 Boys, Margate _ Loge 
London Gasette.—Faipay, April 25. 

Anprew, Hzyry, Marple, Chester, Licensed Victualler May 30 Walker, New Mills, 


near 
Avuut, Axxz, Derby July 10 Powell, ee A 
BAKER, 4DAM, Hosier May 16 Clark & Co, Oldham 
BaRyett, ELIZABETH, Bulme, itindiediee May 30 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 
Banrert, Epwarp, oriat, Be May 16 Bickle & Wilcocks, Plymouth 
BrEwnett, zs y, Chemical Manufacturer May 30 Walker, New 


Bicas, MicuazL, por Frame Work Knitter May 23 Burgess & Pike, Leicester 
Brau, Emma, Bethnal Green May 26 Albu, New Broad at 

Brewer, Fanny, Margate June6 Hill, Margate 

Brown, JANE VOULING, ag = aa way 36 2% Grenside, Gt George st, Westminster 
Byazs, Wiiu14M, Plaistow, Baker ly saeeee 

CousaGE, ANN, Polkestons J sumont & 

Davies, Henny GILBERT hy ‘Southam, W. arwich, Solicitor “iyo 3 98 4 8 H Pilgrim, 


Daviss, Joay, Walthamstow, Surveyor Mey 3 So Childs & Co, Chancery In 

Davis. Jouy. Liverpool May 28 Knowles, Wi 

Gat, Freprgick, Epping, Carman June 2 pl Chelmsford 

Grsson, Matrusw, Mosedale, —— Farmer nia 21 Arnison & Co, Penrith 
Goopz Katuenine Isaperia, Liandudno Mayl Nisbet & Co, Lincoln’s inn fiel is 
Garmems, Sxsren, Higher Broughton, or jE. dy Plumber June 6 Dojla, 


Hauuam, Peroy, Dore, Yorks May 31 posiee 6 See, Genes 
ar | STEPsEN *Puomas, Loe, Bristol 28 Eardley & Co, Charles st, & 
ames’s 8q 

Harton, Tuomas Pennis, Salferd May 18 Crofton & Co, bag: meee 

Hayes, Jouy, Liv Buildiug Contractor June? Pride, Li 

ome, St Gzorcr Tuomas, Tonmten, Staffs, Chemist i 16 Hawley, Longton 

| Scepaany me y, Ashton under Lyne May 26 & Co, Ashton under Lyne 
Hoass, nevent Groncz, Woolwich May 10 Hoare, Hill 

Hume, Sanan, Staffs June9 Hulme, Worcester 

Hoyt, Avpgnr, Gladstone av, Noel Park May 31 Childs & zo Chancery in 

Jenxinsow, CHARLOTTE Frances ACLAND, Msidenhead May 23 Tylee & Co, Essex st, 


Jonzs, WitL1aM, Oswestry Junel Richards é do Llangollen 
Kinsy, Epmunp Apo.Pxus, mane st May 3 > oe 
a 


Lampsey, Coates, Wandsworth May 31 At, & Co, 
Court gdns May 31 + & Co, Queen 


Lzz, Rey Faxprrick Groner, Earl’s Court 
Victoris st 
June 18 Rollit & Sons, Min: 


uay May3l Johnson hy | 
ees June 2 Cope & Co, Gt George st, West- 


ry 
Leztuam Sanau, South 

Lomss, THomas as Honea, MD, 
Lucas, Sir dnomas, Kensington 


Macs, 8anau, Birmingham June 24 Rabnett, Bininghem 
Maras, Tuomas, Codsall, Staffe, Butcher June 7 ilicocks & Taylor, Wolver- 


Murstoy, Axx, South Kensington June 16 Cotton, Sou 
Mawnsiey, James, Taunton, mr Ashton under Lyne May eee OE a we & wena, 
Ashton uac peg: ll 

Moreax, Jonx Davip, Landport, Portsmouth May 22 

Mortimer WILLIaM rao Pal Putney, Draper May 10 Double, Crip 
Paittimore, WILLIAM, et lord Wilts, June 24 'e, Devizes 
PuItiips, CHARLES, Yorks, Stoneware Man June 9 Dowling & Oo, 


Bolton 
Pres, Many As, Clapham May 26 C & E Woodroffe, Eastcheap 
Ranxxey, Wit114u, of W May 31 at, ma, Newport, Zot W 
; Portishead, Somerset J: = 


22 Biscoe-Smith & Blagg, Portsmouth 


Reyvops, yy Tomas, 7? Flegg & Son, Laurence 
Po 

RoEBucK, JAMES Sameuara, Wok May 26 y, Wolverhampton 

Russevt, Ayn Pantin, May 31 31 Wood, od, Wringion » Somerset 

Russe.., HaRgiet, Hyde! Park June? ee & Bon, Ripon, Y 

Sxinver, Cuartes Wituram Dar June 1 Ma - Rin, Chancery In 

Surrn, Gzorcze Vance, Oranwe June 7 Dendy & Paterson, 





H, Margaret Wyatt, Ni Hill May 81 Greig, Abi- sie st, Westminster 
} eng Joun. Maidstone July 1 & N 
STEELE Sears, and ExvizaseTs Sresie, Upp2r Too: ing May 31 Carr & Co, High 


born 
Tay or, Jonny Stoprorp, Li Doctor June 1 North & Co, 
~ Htwall, Berby, Farmer ‘aly 10 Fowl, Darby 


TiITTERTON, ‘'HARLES J 

Tompserr. uate, Chas, Kent Parmer’ May 24 Bisgetond & Drake, Ashford 

Turk. Exiza, King’s , Herts June 6 Taylor, yop ed ge 
Droper, Js June 7 Nunneley & 


wane ree ne May 25 vBtigoe Essex st, Strand 
B&TH ANN 

ABD Euiza 

Waiker, De 


samy Joan aytor, Gt  . x 
‘aTTs. JonN Isaac, Devizes, Farmer y Ka 
Kumeardine, North Britain May 23 Russell & Co, Old 


Westen {Homas ven, 








Je 
Wartamnas, Witiam bang ay po ree aay fs $1 Attenborough, Pica iitieee, Bieninghem 
WixTox, ewan bam 
Winson Gant Test Essex ee 10 y HR, 
Yarzs, Wittiam, Limehouse, Undertaker May 9 Oe oe Telegraph st 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Ayats, ee G'am Pontypridd Pet April 


Buogosr, Cxam ts ,8windon, Grocer Swindon Pet .\pril 
Bastor, Feancis yo Tottenham, Laundry Manager 


2 Sey oe 
. JAMES, * ; 
Pet april 26 Ord April 26 “ 


Brmo-Davis, CHARLES Henry, Devon, o- 
Eu : Cornwall PWenbourne Fe k High 
Boasto, EANOR, ar 
t Pet March 25 Ord April 29 
lestone ik. Joiner 


Cannot, Henry 
april 12 Ord ‘A) 


(amgUTHERS. Jamxs, and Joszrn Comes, & Cocker- 
Tailors Cockermouth Pet April 


90 Ora April 30 
cuca, ———- sau, Fish Hawker Leeds Pet April 


Cuno, re aTiso, Bolt a, Dancing Master Bolton 


ia 4 Gotee Boarding House Keeper Bolton 
Pet rY 1 29 ’ Ord April 29 
Quanxe, Wit11am Tomas, _ Fruiterer Hereford 


Pet Aj 
curoy, zen, Be Buralsy, Ha Hawker Burnley Pet April 


OoLLixs 4 's inn pl, Gray’sinn h 
Gout Pet March 24 "Ord ‘April 29 ama me 


sR, THOMAS, ¥ "Norfolk, Labourer 
Norwich Pet April 80 Ord April 30 

com, Watrsr. Welshampton, Corn Merchant 
rexham Pet April28 Ord April 28 


— JamEs, = Heath, Worcester, Painter 
— = 80 Ord April 30 

Farwe: OK CHARLES, » Dorset, Grocer 

h gy FS High Court Pet 
VELL, ERICE, Fu! Pei 
April 29 Ord April 29 " 

Fiuzroues, snare Semior, Hockley, Notts, tows — 
houseman ttingham Pet April9 Ord A ork % 

ae ee Wn Geen Wigan Pet april 22 Ord 


Nottingham Pet 
@sox, Witiiam, U: Commercial Clerk Windsor 
Pet April28 Ord 28 
GwrrzzR, Gzoncz Henry, Maesteg, Glam, Tailor Cardiff 
Pet April 80 Ord April 30 ‘ 
Huazis, Jonny, Birmingh: General Iron Plate Worker 
April 29 


Pet A 29 Ord 

Hint, Wittiam Henry, Willenhall, 

Wolver! Pet 29 Ord 

Heatzy, Bexsamix, Birstall, Yorks, 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 


Staffs, Carpenter 
April 29 
Hosier Dexs ury 


f aw —= Heasert, Newtown, Montgomery, But- 


ewtown Pet April29 Ord April 29 
Mansu, war Harpenden, Herts St Alban: Pet 
April 29 Ord April 29 
Maztix, wy Seem Tailor Brighton Pet 


Mistoy, Witu1am 


Richmond % 
March 21 Ord april 29 
Purr, Sa ny Oe wilder Bradford Pet April 28 


Buse, Canes Compron, Seatiats lige Gute Ipswich 
Pet ry 12 Ord april 29 

pues. yy oe Cabinet Maker Leeds Pet 
ap if A 

Sus, Jonx Epwarp, Keighley, Yorks, mang Case 
Maker Bradford Pet April 23 Ord  pril 29 

—- ++ Nottingnam Nottingham Pet Apri! 11 


April 28 
Tzouas, Jou, Caludon House, nr Coventry, Poultry 
Farmer Ccventry Pet april17 Ord 28 
Somerset, Farmer 


Tu, ro me! JouN, yee 
—, Pet es Ord April 28 
EY, , BA DWA! Bake 
Vii peat ae 
= ~y ar Leeds 
R.t eg ‘ 


+48 Eu bridge, Cheshire, Butter 
TW Ashton cay Lyne . “ 


t April 28 Ord 
Wa.rens, a Comte Wittiam, Chellaston, Derbys, 
April 29 Ord april 29 
Waanry, Guaneme | Ronson, Shaftesbury av, Ly Hall 
Artist High Court Pet Apri! 28 Ord a 
Warts, Epwin Tuomas Terex, Devizes, Wilts, aa 
Victualler Bath Pet April 28 Ord April 28 
Wearueratt, Richarp, Durham, Grocer Durham 
pril 28 Ord April 28 
Witxixson, JoszrH, Heath by nr Wolverham: 
verham pril 28 Ord April 28 
Wriiaus Joun Frepexiox, Bian Valley Hotel, ar = 
On aaa Hotel or Newtown Pet April 17 
eet ee Pate Builder Wolver- 
hampton Pet April 30 Ord Peecil 0 


Amended notice apietioin’ tee Cat pebtched tn the 
London Gazette of Jan 1 


Huzesy, Eaxust Antu Ashton on ote Cheshire 
Manchester Pet Deo Si Ord Jan 10 





FIRST MEETINGS. 
J 
donee Gan ke at SRi0 118, High et; Rochester 
Bisnor, Hewny, Lei rs May 9 at 12.30 
Of , Berridge st. 


Ree, 1, st. Leicester 
a, ELEANor, a rd, Westbourne Park May 13 
Bankruptcy Carey st 
PE. oy | oni Harrogate May 14 at 1 ff 


Rec, Red House, Duncombe pl, Y 

Georcr, Win Baker May 12 
at 12 30 Grand ot - gy 
vers, Tom bg eee Sate, Tat Merchant 
May 2 t, Merthyr Tydfil 
19, 


CuoRLTON, — Botton," Master May 12 at3 
on 
Cxortrox, ELLEN, Bolton, Boarding house Keeper May 12 
at 330 19, Exchange Boltos ! 
's inn pl, Gray’s ion 
May 13 at220 Bankru st 
mam ¢ So ear y 9 at 12 Off Rec, 
Fave, ———— fulham, Pedlar May l2at11 Bank- 
ss, 


Prout, ALBRECHT a Ricuarv, Leeds, 
Ly 4 Manager May l4atil "Ott Reo, 22, Pak 


J. Mutley mouth, Ph pher 
Wriisam Jauzs, Mu ae otogra; 


9atll 6, Atheneum 
neon Porrer, cradler, ‘orcester, Unitarian 
12 ‘at Mr W. B. Skelding. 


3 30 on 
CoLiis, Baymonp Rosser, 7 bldg 


May 
)~ i High st, Stourirkige 
Hounst, Cuarntes Epwanrp, Seedley, Salford, Grocer May 
st, Manchester 


Jur’ “ata Off Ree, Byrom 
EFFREYS, ANDREW, Northumberland 
Innkeeper 9 at 11.30 thea, 30 30, Mosley st, 


Ma: 
Glam, Draper May 9 at 230 136, 
, Cap Mavufacturer May 9 


N on 
Jznxrns, James. Porth, Glam, 
High st. Merthyr Tydfil 


Off Ree, 4, Pavilion 
Meraairt, JoszerH Bioom. » Notts _ ae 9 at 12 
Reo, 4. Castle pi, Park st, Nottingham 
Patuar, Hensert, Leicester, Pain May 9 at 8 Off 
1. Leicester 


Leonardgate. se Beerseller May 
Off Bec, +." Le gly 
Pave, R co Penge, Builder May iat 11.30 24, Rail- 


London 
Parte’ Wrasse Morny; tetesGd, Leones, Palater May 
P: —— Off Bee. 14, Chapel st, Preston oe 
DGEON, James, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Builder 
18 at 11 Off Rec, Wolverham . 
Bradford, May 12 at 11 Off 


TT, Harry, 

81, Manor row, 

Rronarps, Henry Jauns, St I Sane, ouse gun Boe 

ator May )0 ati Off Rec, en Gh, Sue 

Rosenserc, Jossry, Leeds, Cabinet Maker y 9at11.80 
Off Rec, poly Park row, 

Terry, Gro =, len, 

May 16 at it Ree, 4. ("Pavilion dpe Betton 
TownsEyp, James, Horsforth, nr Leeds, May 9 
Shonen Mean ae Me becdows’ Gocthampton May 12 at 
Travxs, y Ayn, Poke:down, y 12 a 
12 The Grand a 

hy ~~ | aaa 


 ~ 4 gies _ 
y 10 at 1 ws, Oopahage 
— a Macy 12 ot 12-45 The 


WEsrTon, wee Jouy, Manchester, Plumber May 9 at 


Witewon, Faen, tasddlesl Innkeeper May 9 at 
LKINSON, FRED, er 
"12.90 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, . 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aynzzs, fa, ape Glam Pontypridd Pet 


Baoutars, Oust peesin, Grocer Swindon Pet 


Bennett, Wituiam THomas, 
Piymouth Prt April 11 

Buss ArrHur Jamzs, Aston, am, Boot Dealer 
Biruingnbam Pet .pril 28 Urd april 3) 

Boxnett wxorce. Bristo', Insurance Agent Bristol Pet 
april17 Und Aprii 29 

Bovutrer, Water, Ayiestone Park, Leicester, Joiner 
Leicester P-t April 30 Ord April 30 

Redcar, Yorks, Fancy Dealer 


y Saran Any, 
cerough, Fe Pet April 29 ‘Ord 
mh. wie tek te Lan Pet April 
80 Ord April 30 
Cussnens, a Bolton, Dancing Master Bolton Pet 


euiean. Ex.ey, Bolton, Boarding house Keeper Bolton 
Pet +29 Ord April 29 
us Burnley, Hawker Burnley Pet April 28 


Ci ~~ 4 Twn utc Labourer 
oorea Bet‘apei 9) "Ord Ord April 30 


a Apa as O ogo — 
Dickenson, James, Kin a. Painter 


's 

m Het apts” 
REDERICK CHARLES, bod. «hy Dorset, Grocer 

Pet Aprii 30 Ord April 30 
Fave.., FrepEerick Pedlar High Court Pet 
april 29 Ord April 29 
Garner, Roszat Ciarxsoy, Newark upon Trent, Notts, 
Librarian Nottingham Pet April 80 Ord April 30 

ee = Wim Ux! 1 nee ercial Clerk Windeor 


PaRweE.L, 
Yeovil 


GwytTH on My Mac Tailor 

Cardi Pet April 30 ms  o 

Hanssen, PR ich a Farpascx Jo 4 Mark In, a 
y~ 5" peeeeeel High Court Pet March 12 





wt apea ia Ort Licensed Victualler Leominster 


TLLIAM Hear Willenhsll, yy Oarpenter 
‘Bintaly Yorks, Hower Dewbary 


st, Company 


= Benjamin, Birstall, 
Court Pot Nov Nov Ord April 25 


prilsé Ord April 26 
Hovsst, Hexsy E, 


Krexaam, Jonx Heasert, Newtown, , But- 
4 Ne ne owe, Pet hori 39 Ord 
— ” pau Tailor rhgeasy Pet 


13 
Pranrson, JOHN yg 
Sheffield 


a, nes, ts Licensed Victualler 
Pratt, Haney, aR tord, ‘Builder 
28 April 28 


Bradford Pet April 


Rosins, Marruew, Oroydon, Broker Croydon 
Pet Feb 19 Ord 28 
needs" Pes apell 31 Ord. April 35 - 
ae 4 Ord. apeil 29 m 
an 
Titizy, Francis Epwarp, Northampton, Baker 
N ton ate ae Age April 24 


TownsEnp, JaMEs, or Leeds, Plasterer Leeds 
Pet April2> Ord 


Turner, Wiiiiam Euan, ny pe Cheshire, Butter 
Merchant Ashton under 


Pet April 28 Ord 
April 28 
Warens, Anruun James Wiiu1am, Chellaston, Derby, 
‘armer Derby Pet April 29 Ord April 29 
vn Court Pet April 28 Ye 
Bath Pet April'38 Ord April 28 
Wasenmnest, Soonaan, Durham, Grocer Durham Pet 


April 28 
Witxursox, Joszeps, Heath Town, ur 
Grocer Wol ond 


ona, Bison, Salle, Builder 


Woopnovss, Taouas, Bustos 
hampton Pet April 80 Ord April 80 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Feb 4: 
Hu.ssy, Exnest Anruur, Ashton on Mersey, Cheshire 
‘Manchester Pet Dec 21 Ord Jan 31 
- ADJUDSOASEOS ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
RDER RESCINDED. 
Fannen, Henry, ‘cn med Stoke Ni Court 
1897 and 


Reo Ord July 29, 1897 adjua July 
Annul April 25, 1902 


London Gasette.—Turspay, May 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
te ~ YS Coventry, Grocer Coventry 


Bampnive: 
Pet May1 Ord 1 
oe Haass, Yeo Carpenter Yeovil Pet May 1 
| os ‘ape 3 Dewsbury, Artist Dewsbury 
ee fer May Ord Ma’ Gem Weta 
B ~ Sones, Ritoend Last 
NG, reas Manufac- 
—~ Pet May 1 May 1 
CuaRweGER, se Henry, Old Bradwell, 
Northampton 


Bucks, 
D. Wiu114m, Smail ioe x, Uuomset, Sednen 
AV Welsall, Pe: Apri 28 Ord 
DainkwaTsR, WwW) 
maker 


Buaxistoy, Jonx, jua, Sou' 
Newcastle on oa tyne 


BLUMENFELD, ABRAHAM, 


Gray’s inn, 


Boome, %4 Jauzs, Te 
pa en, aed Davin Jonzs, jue, Tieneea, 
pane Coal Mer. Portmadoc 


et April 80 on 
Lowe _ Pai moe, Mon, Grocer Newport 
Pet april 19 Ord 
Lunca. Vaserrm | Kentish Town 34, Butcher’s Manager 
Hugh Court 


nay * May 1 
OckLEsHAW-JOHNSON, JOHN "oy Gt Colege Se 
Westuinster, Solicitor High Court Pet Feb 24 


May 2 
P J ™ Ho Hairdresser 
—— OBN, | -_ py 
a ra Exizazets Sorgia, and . > Manion 


Poole 8 Od 
Pircuzs, Forp bynes sm Tobacconist 
Canterbury Pet Apriiis Ord 
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Powe, Atrrep, Hammersmith High Court Pet April3 
Ord April 30 


pr 

Suanp, ge gy rd, Earl’s Court, Tea Garden 
Owner h Court Pet April 10 Ord May1 

SuaRtanp, ALYRED Tuomas Commins, Ryde. I of W, Coal 
Merchant Newport Pet May2 Ord May 2 

Siater, Henny, Umberston st. a rd, Baker 
High Court Pet April 8 Ord May 

Suapen, Groraz, Farn! oe nr ildwivk, Yorks Bradford 
Pet May2 Ord Ma 

Vee, CHABLES v. Cardiff, Ship Chandler Cardiff 


yl 

Win, Wasim, Mengete 7 advertising Agent Canterbury 
Pet April 21 Ord May 1 

‘Woop, Artuur, Derby Derby PetMay1 Ord May 1 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


AYRES, eo Penyeraig, Gleam May 18 at 3 135, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
a, Cuarces, Swindon, Grocer May 14 at 11 Off 
Rec. 88, Regent circus, Swindon 
Barmseince #ENry Bexsamin, Coventry, Grocer May 13 
at12 Off Rec, 17, Hertfurd et, Cove: try 
Banos, Harry, Yeovil, Curpenter May 13 at 1230 Off 
Rec, Endless st, Sa isbury 
Bennett, James, Aberfan. Glam, Spengpeee May 14 
at12 185, High st, Merthyr Tydfl 
Buiacksury, GzorceE Henry, Westborough, Dewsbury, 
Artist May 15at3 County Court House, Dewsbury 
Buaxiston. Joux, jun, South Shields, Glass Merchant 
May 18at 11.30 Off Rec, 20, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 
Buss, —_= James, Aston, Birmingham, Boot Dealer 
May 16at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
May 13 at 


Bovutter, WALTER, A ee Park, Joiner 
May 14 at 


1230 Off Rec, 1, — st, Leicester 

Baices, Grorce Harry, Oldham, Bookkeeper 

Rec, Byrom st, Mavchester 

Canter, Tuomas, Leeds, Fish Hawker May il4at12 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Cuapman, Watter Rosiyson, Darlington, sete May 28 
at3 Off Rec, 8, albert rd, Middlesboroug’ 
RKE, Wits ‘GroraE, Pontypool, oy Fruiterer 
ay 14 at 11 Off Kec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, 

2 


Coorzr, Tomas, Sciepettoned, Norfolk, Labourer 
May 14 at 10.20 Off Rec. 8. King st, Norwich 

Downina, Joun WeEsLEy, Wolverhampton, Solicitor May 
18.at 11.30 Off tec, ‘Wolverhampton 


Faucee, Moxtacuz, Kensington High st, 
May 15at1z Bankrup'cy bldgs, ‘‘arey et 

Fa8we1., ®reperick CHariEs, Corscombe, Dorset, Grocer 
May 13 at 12 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

Fiercner Hersert SENIOR, Hockley, Notts, Lace Ware- 
houseman May 13 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Notti- gham 

FostTrr sony, Wigan, Grocer Msy13at3 19, Exchange 
Bt, It-n 

Fow er. Cuaries, Girlington, Bradford, Farmer May 16 
at ll Off Rec 31, Manor row, Bradfur 

Garver, Rosert CLARKEON, Newark upon Trent Librari in 
— 16 at12 Off Kec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 


G@izson, Witiram, ae Commercial Clerk May 31 
atl 96, Peascod st, Windsor 
Pag GzorcE, Newp rt, Mon, Milkseller _ 4 14 at 
11,80 Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, M 
Q@wyruer, Grorcz Hewry, De Glam, Tailor ,™ 14 
atll 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
Hearey. Bensamin, Birstall, Yorks, Hosier May 15 at 11 
Rec, Bank chmbra. Batley 
Isaacs, Jonny, Deptford, tiemt Victualler May 15 at 
230 uptey b'¢ga, Carey st 
Joun Be any, 
outcher May 22 at 1) 30 1, High st, Newto 
Nicuowzs, James, Bucknall st, Gated at, = ‘Merchant 
May 14at 12 Bankruptcy b'dgs Carey st 
Pironer, Forp Wi.raip, Ashford, Kent, — May 
16atll Off Ree, 68, Castle st. Canterbur 
Powr.u, Auvaxp, Hammermmith May 14 at 12 Bankruptcy 
jarey 8! 
Risina, mannan Commpen, Stradbroke, Suffolk May 16 at 
8 Priaces st, Ipswich 
Suanp, Cuarizs, Earl’s Court, Tea Garden Owner May 
16att: Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ae CHARLES ore, 8 vansea, Baker May 14 at 
2 Off Kec, 31, Alexandra 4 Gomnese 
mene, Henny. cial rd, Baker 
May [6 at 1150 ode ua Carey st 
Surrx, Joun Epwarp, Keighley Yorks, Packing Case 
aker Pond 14 at 1230 Off Kec, 31, Manor row, 
Bradford 
—— Jounx, Nottingham May 13 at 12.80 Off Rec, 
4, Ca-tle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
. FRreperiok Jonx, Portishead, Somerset, Farmer 
May 14at 1145 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
LLEY. Francis Epwarp, —— a vom Baker 
May i8at1t Off Keo, Bridge st 
Turner, Wittiam Kuan, pe tes ag Butter “Merchant 
May 1406230 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Wars, ANDuEW, Aston, Warwick, Grocer May 14 at il 
174, Corporation st, Birminy ham 
ALSH, WILLIAM, sen. WILLIAM Watsn, jun, and Jamzs 
Watse ‘‘hurch, Lancs builders May l4atll Off 
Ree, 14, Chapel &, Pre ston 
Watress, anTavr James Witi1am. Chellaston, Derby, 
Farmer May 13 at 3 Off Rec 47. Pull st, Derby 
Wangex, Cuanies Ropinsox, Sh-ftesbury av, Music Hall 
ertiste May l4atl1i Bankruptcy bides. Carey st 
Warts Bpwix Tuomas Texsry, Devizes, Wilts. 
Vv: May 14 atli 30° Off Rec, 26, Baldwia st, 


Bristol 
Wiip, Witi1am, Margate, Advertising Agent May 15 at 
10 80 Off Bec, 68 Castle st, Canterbury . 
Witu1ams, Joun Frepenicx, Rhayader,  Ratacn, Hotel 
K May 15 at 2 The Rock Hotel, Liandrindod 


Kensington 


Kinxcuam, HERBERT, ospenany, 








Wi14Mms, ianwaess, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


orough Pet 
Pet May1 Ord May 1 
Beaey, Live’ Liverpool Pi 
Ord May 1 


Pet May2 Ord May 
Baixinc, THomas Leeds,’ Boot Last Manufacturer Leeds 
Pet May1 Ord May1 
CartwricHt, G@zorce Epwarp, 
Nottingham Pet March 18 Ord April 
Crarincz, Wittiam Hevyry, Old “Bradina 
nr Victualler N pton 
a) 
gave WIM, igen Staffs, Stockman Walsall 
Pet Apri! 28 Ord April 28 
DrinkWATER. HopeRT WIti14M, Barrow in Farness, Shoe 
maker Barrow in Furness Pet May1 Od Mayl 
Exson, ALFRED, Leicester, Innkeeper Leicester Pet May 
8 Ord May 38 
Everson, Henry, Opiaes, 6 — Corn Merchant 
Cardiff Pet May2 Ord Ma 
Faremay, i. nn, Toy Nee Brighton Pet 
April 8 Ord May 
GreEn, GrorGE, Monnet, Milkseller Newport,Mon Pet 
April 26 Pet May1 
Hirst, Tom Ecerrox, Rotherham, Med Commercial 
Traveller Sheffield PetMay2 Ord May 2 
Jonzs, Davin, sen, and Davin Jonzs, a. Lianrwet. 


D-nbigh. Coal Merchants Portmadoc Pet April 30 
Ord April 30 

Kes.ine, Tom, parker, Somerset, Buiider Wells Pct 
March 25 Ord May 1 


Lewis, Henry ade ape, Grocer Newport, Mon 
Pet April 19 Ord May 8 

Littey, ee ly Aston, en. ae Seller Bir- 
mingham Pet April2 Ord May 

Lunca, VALENTINE, Kentish Town 7d, * seuened s Manager 
HighCourt Pet May1 Ord May 

ManrsH, FREDERICK, ennen, Hate 8t Albans Pet 
April 29 Ord Apri! 29 

Pauritt, Jonny, Pregers Brecon, Hairdresser Tredegar 
Pet May1 Ord Mayl 

Parcz, Lew Yeovil, Carpenter Yeovil Pet May 1 

r y 

Parken Maup Exizasets Sopuia, and Frorence Marion 
PasKkeEs web ty Boarding hi house Keepers Poole 
Pct Ma: 8 Ord May 

Perry, ALEXANDER is Am, Ludgate hill, Publisher 
High Court Pet Feb3 O-d April 30 

Suartanp, Atrrep Tsromas Commins, Pode, I of W, Coal 
Merchant Newport Pet May2 O:d 

Suezxn. Tuomas Hayes, Upper Baker st os Court 
Pet July 9 Ord April 28 

Srevizz, Herserr + tines St. James's High Court Pet 

Feb1 Ord May 2 


Sucpen, Gsorcr, Farnbill, mr Kildwick, Yorks 
Bradford Pet May2 Ord May2 
Tuomss, Henry Gzorce, Redfield. gag Pianoforte 


Dealer Bristol Pet April25 Ord Ma 
Tratr, James, Southleigh, Devon, Samer’ * ncoter Pet 


Apri! 2 Ord Aoril 30 
Way, Joun amg Metropolitan Cattle a 


tropo 
a Victualler High Court Pet March 22 O, 
ay 2 
Woop, ccewve, Derby Derby Pet May1 Ord May1 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Tuissen, Frepericx. Morriston, nr Swansea, Shipper 
Swansea Adjud Sept 25, 1889 Annul April 30 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soricrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 





FOR THE PIPE, 





g GD. PER 1 OZ. PKT.| 2s. PER }-Ib. TIN. 
B15, » 2s ” 4s. » tb 4, 


Also Smoke Hill's 
BADMINTON MIXTURE CIGARETTES. . 


AxnmstTronc, GEorGE, Secheneems, Gx Someta Traveller 
Scarb: 
Barmpripet, Hexry a, Coventry, aes Coventry 


Bizisy, Horace CLaupE Vicror, and THomas Deornex 
Feb 


Sucemaeeh Apsranam, Leigh, Lancs, Draper Bolton 


ae 
Ord 


— 


By Order of the Trustees. 
M ESses. F. & W. STOCKER will SELL 
by Py ogy (unless previously of 


One Lot), at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, Bank. “tn 

on FRIDAY, May 23, 1902, at TWO o'clock precisel; 
GRAY’S INN — AD, in 10 Lots.—The valuable _— 

hold Properties. 


84 Dwelling-houses, 1 to 
17 and 19, and 2 Ot LB. ~ cys | Ra to #. 
numbers), Fred eee oad 


let and Te oe my e1.816 ae ‘per same eid og pr 
expived term of 205" years from Mid er . 


AM, in One Lot. tn The Four Freehold Resid 
Nos. 2, 4, 6,and 8, Elmfield-road; let on agreements 
rentals amounting to £167 per anuum. 

May be viewed by ission of the tenants, and par. 
ticulars, with uhiiens of sale, obtained of Messrs, 
Druces & _ Solicitors, 10, Billiter-square, E.C.; at 
o place 4 =; mr “co ~ eo 90 and 91, 

ueen-stree' eapside and Railway-approach, 
Lewisham, 8.E. “pe . 


guvend-sente amounting to £170. 
Louth, | Lines, Baker OALH s 





tage gr eg ad KENT. 
Notice of Sale by Private Treaty. 
ESSRS. Fe by ble & SON beg to 
annource that they have DISPOSED OF rid whole 
of the RODMERSHAM ESTATE, advertised for Sale by 
Auction on May 12, by Private Treaty. 
Auctioneers’ Offices, 2, Basinghall-street, E.C. 


MESSRS. STIMSON & SONS, 
Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 


Land, House, and Estate Agents, 
8, MOORGATE STREET, BANK, E.O., 





aND 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle) 
Ava GALES are held at the Mart, 
ouse-yard 1 ureds: 
and on ier hy as Ba Bae ie ye: . 
STIMSON & SONS andertake 
oy PRIVATE TREATY, Valuations, Surv: 
of M Receivershi in Chan 
Arbitra! the A 


Claims, — fd Aw 
of hoe hy 7 


ips 
ustment of aneary, Beles and other 
n of Furnitureand Stock, Collection 


of Property, Ground Rents for Sale, and 
&c., to be Let, are issued on the Ist of 
each month; and can be had Ko chat on i pplication, or 
free Re — ‘tor two 8 ann = insertion, 
Telegraphic address. ‘ 





ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS, 


and 308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) 
Telephone Nos.—*' 5964 Bank,” “‘ 180 Streatham.” 
Telegrams —“‘ Oldest, London,” 


{ULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1807. 

AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 
MILLS AND MANUPACTORIES, 


PLANT aye 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 


Telegraphic Address—“ Futizn, Horszv, Loxpox. 
Telephone No. 746 Avewo. 


AUCTION SALES. 

ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUOTIONS 
= take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 
every description of House Property. Printed terms “an 
be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. Field & 
Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give specia 
attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offi«s, 
54, Borough High-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS, LiMiTED. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Paruiamentany Bitts, Minutes oy Evipzncs, Booxs oF 
RereRencg, STATEMENTS OF CLaim, Answers, &o., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 
And all General and Commercial 
Every description of Printing. 











Work. 





Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER. 








Darlington, Moulder’s 
May 28 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, iatedees 








NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, £.C. 








